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JOINT CHIEXS OF STAFF RECRGANIZATION

HouSseE oOF REPRESENTATIVES,
COMMITTEE ON ARMED SERVICES,
INVESTIGATIONS SUBCOMMITTEE,
Washington, D.C., Tuesday, June 14, 1983.
The subcommittee met, pursuant to notice, at 9:45 a.m., in room
2212, Rayburn House Office Building, Hon. Bill Nichols (chairman
of the subcommittee) presiding.

OPENING STATEMENT OF HON. BILL NICHOLS, A REPRESENTA-

TIVE FROM ALABAMA, CHAIRMAN, INVESTIGATIONS SUBCOM-
MITTEE

Mr. NicsoLs. The subcommittee will come to order.

Let me state to the witness and those in attendance that we have
a good bit of competition this morning for members. The Democrat-
ic Caucus is being held at this hour and the Budget Committee is
g\ezeating. We appreciate Mr. Kazen’s attendance, and we will pro-

In early 1982, Secretary of Defense Caspar Weinberger and Gen.
David C. Jones, who was then the Chairman of the Joint Chiefs of
Staff, appeared before the Committee on Armed Services in a
closed hearing on the fiscal year 1983 budget. During that hearing,
General Jones revealed that he believed there were fundamental
flaws in the structure of the Joint Chiefs of Staff which prevented
it from performing adequately. Subsequently, General Jones was
joined by Gen. Edward C. Meyer, the Army Chief of Staff, in his
condemnation of the JCS organization.

Prompted by these unprecedented criticisms from incumbent
members of the JCS. the Investigations Subcommittee conducted a
comprehensive inquiry into the matter later in 1982. Those hear-
ings resulted in a bill intended to overcome the most preesin% prob-
lems identified during the hearings. The bill was reported by the
Committee on Armed Services and passed the House. It died in the
Senate at the close of the 97th Congress.

A crucial factor missing last year was an expression of the ad-
ministration’s position on JCS reorganization. This year the admin-
istration has developed such a position and submitted a legislative
proposal for our consideration.

Recently, Secretary Weinberger met informally with several
members of the Investigations Subcommittee and explained the ad-
ministration proposal. Subsequently, Secretary Weinberger sent
the subcommittee a letter for the record formally explaining the

roposal. Without objection, Secretary Weinberger’s letter and re-
ated documents will be entered in the record.

)
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Today, the Investigations Subcommittee resumes its examination
of the organization of the national military command structure. In
effect, we have before us three alternatives: The administration's
proposal, last year's bill, and a more far-reaching measure ad-
vanced by the Honorable Ike Skelton of Missouri.

In exploring these alternatives, the members of the subcommit-
tee should recall that the bill we reported last year was criticized
as being too modest to overcome the problems identified by a ma-
jority of the witnesses during the many weeks in which we received
testimony last year. Yet the administration’s proposal before us is
much more timid than our 97th Congress bill. We shall need to
find out why the administration believes that the few changes it is
recommending will correct the rather fundamental flaws identified
in the hearings last year.

On the other hand, we will need to explore with Representative
Skelton and, later, Gen. Maxwell Taylor why we should dissolve
the present organization and start over, as they propose, without
ﬁrsti{ attempting more moderate remedies within the present frame-
work.

Our first witness this morning will be Representative Skelton.
Members of the subcommittee have copies of his bill in their fold-
%88.311‘. is H.R. 2560, the Military Command Reorganization Act of

The bill incorporatec a number of the proposals advanced by wit-
nesses who appeared before the subcommittee last year. I want to
commend Representative Skelton at this time for recognizing an
area of our defense posture where improvement may be needed
and working diligently to insure that result.

After Representative Skelton is finished, the subcommittee will
hear from the Joint Chiefs of Staff.

[Following are documents detailing the proposals discussed in
Chairman Nichol’s opening statement.]

Letter, May 19, 19883, from Secretary of Defense Caspar W. Weinberger to the
Honorable Bill Nichols supporting the administration’s legislative proposal on the
organization of the Joints Chiefs of StafT.

Letter, April 18, 1983, from General Counsel of the Department of Defense Wil-
liam H. Taft, IV to Speaker of the House of Representatives Honorable Thomas P.
O'Neill, Jr. with the following attachments: (1) a draft bill to amend Title 10 with
respect to the organization of the Joints Chiefs of Staff und the Joint Staff; (2) sec-

tional analysis of the draft bill. Note: The draft administration bill, when intro-
duced, became H.R. 3145 dated May 25, 1988.

Investigations Subcommittee bill, 97th Congrees, H.R. 6954, August 10, 1982, cited
as the “Joint Chiefs of Staff Reorganization Act of 1982."”

Speech by the Honorable Richiard C. White, Chairman, Investigations Subcommit-
tee, Committee on Armed Services, 97th Congress, Congressional Record, August 16,
1982, explaining the legislative intent of H.R. 6954.

Biil introduced by the Honorable Ike Skelton, Aprii 14, 1983, H.R. 2560, cited as
the “Military Command Reorganization Act of 1983.”



THE SECRETARY OF DEFENSE

WASHINGTON. THE DISTRICT OF COLUMBIA

19 MAY 1983

donorable Bill Nichols

Chairman, Investigations Subcommitcee
Committee on Armed Services

House of Representatives

wWashington, D.C. 20518

Dear Mr. Chairman:

The Administration's legislative proposal on the
organization of the Joint Chiefs of Staff (JCS) represents
3a important Defense initiative. Its importance derives not
only from the legislative changes it recommends, but alszo
from those it does not recommend.

It may be useful to review briefly at the outset the
events that led up to the Department's proposal.

Both the Congress's and the Administration's interest
in the organization and operation of the Jgint Chiefs of
Staff was stimulated during the 97th Congress by the proposals
of General David C. Jones for modifications in the statutes
governing the authority and operation of the JCS. This
distinguished officer, who was concluding eight years ot
service as a member of the JCS, reviewed the operation of
the Joint Chiefs of Staff based on his many years of ailitary
service. His evaluation was accompanied by several legislative
recommendations that he considered likely to improve the
effectiveness of JCS. Hearings held by this Subcommittee on
H.R. 6954, 97th Congress, the bill that incorporated General
Jones' recommendations, stimulated much thought and discussion
among military and civilian authorities on naticnal security
matters. Many of those who testified supported these racom-
mendations for change, some offered proposals that would go
further, and others expressed opposition to any legislative
changes.

In response to an invitation from the Subcommittee to
offer my views on H.R. 6954, I sought the advice of the
current Joint Chiefs of Staff before arriving at any
conclusions. On the basis of the results of careful
consideration of this matter bv the Joint Chiefs of Staff,
and their unanimous recommendations to me, the DoD legislative
proposal was drafted and submittad to Congresr. That proposal,



therefore, has the endorsement of the Joint Chiefs of Staff
and reflects my own philosophty of proceeding cautiously with
changes in the system that has provided Presidents and
Secretaries of Defense with competent military advice for
more than 30 yearws, while maintaining effective civilian
control of the military.

The criteria applied in the JCS study that led to our
recommendations may be of interest. I directed the JCS to
consider specifically the following questions:

o Can we conduct military operations better
with a changed organization than with the
wresant one? Will the transition to wartime
operations be better than under the present
system?

® Will we receive better advice?

d Will the advice bhe timely?

e Would the changed organization better support

the requirements of the commanders of the unified

and specified commands?

Will it enable us to allocate resources more
wisely and effectively than the present system?

® Will the suggested changes continue to maintain
civilian control of the U.5. ailitary?

You should know also that in applying these criteria the
Joint Chiefs asseased the issues and arrived at their
conclusions personally and without either Joint Staff or
ailitary staff involvement.

It is important to note before considering the detailed
provisions in our bill that the legislative proposal is
offered as a complement to various management initiatives
that have and will be taken to ensure the continued affective-
ness of the Joint Chiefs of Staff. Several of the management
initiatives proposed by the JCS have alrcady been put into
effect; others remain under consideration.

Of the legislative changes recommended as a result of
the study and proposed by the Administration, perhaps the
most important are in sections 124 and 142 of Title 10 of
the United States Code. These changes have the effect of
formally inserting the Chairman of the Joint Chiefs of Staff
in the chain of command. Under current procedures established
by the Department of Defense, orders of the Prasident or the
Secretary of Defensv are transmitted to the combatant commands
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through the Joint Chiefs of Staff, which may also issue
orders by cthe authority and direction of the Secretary of
Defense. The de facto role of the Chairman of the Joint
Chiefs of Staff in serving as the link between the Secretary
of Defense and the combatant commands is nowhere officially
recognized, and the Chairman is explicitly prohibited by
statute from exercising military command over any of the
armed forces. The Department of Defense legislative proposal
would correct this anomaly and ensure the efficiency of the
chain of command by recognizing the role of the highest
ranking officer cf the armed forces in transmitting the
orders of the President and the Secretary of Defense tc the
combatant commands. Clarification of this kind is essential
to avoid any confusion or untimely debate of mat“ers tnat
may prove vital to the very survival of this nation.

The other general subject area of legislation that was
identified as being in need of modification concern3 certain
statutory restrictions on the Joint Staff. It is, of course,
the work of the Joint Staff that provides the essential
support for the recommendations and advice of the Joint.

Chiefs of Staff. Under the current law an officer on the

Joint Staff, including its Director, is limited during
peacetime to a three year maximum tour of duty, with
reassignment to the Joint Staff not permitted under any
circumstances for the Director and precluded for three years
for other officers. Under the Department of Defense proposail
the maximum tour would be extended to. four years, with
reassignment routinely authorized after two years. Immediate
reassicnment with the approval of the Secretary of Defense

is algo made possible for any nuaber of o~fficers on the

Joint Staff. thereby overturning the 30 officer limitation

on such reassignments imposed by the current law. In addition,
the prohibition on the reassignment of the Director of the
Joint Staff is rescinded, along with the 400 officer limitation
on the total size of the Joint Staff.

The foregoing proposed modifications in the statutory
restrictions on the Joint Staff are specifically designed to
improve the functions of that organization by:

1. Bliminating the artificial limit of 400
officers in the Joint Staff. 7To satisty the
ever Increasing complexity of the vital
military issues faced by the Joint Staff it
has been necaessary over the ye»rs to create
the Organization of the Joint Chiefs of
Staff to provide necessary ancillary staff
work i1n support of the 400 officer Joint
Staff., To permit greater interchange of
personnel and avoid artificial organizational
arrangements and restrictions, the 400

s
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officer limitation on the Joint Staff should
be eliminated to authorize flexibility
essential to the smocth functioning of tnat
organization,

2. Permitting officers of the Joint Staff to
function for a longer peri after learning
thelir jobs on that Staff and before rotating
to cther m ta duties. The greater
complexity and variety of military problems
faced by the Joint Staff makes it highly
desirabk]e to increase the standard tour of

duty from the current three years to four
years.

3. Aathorizing nilitag% officers in the Joint
Staff to rexmain at their assiqnments beyond
the normal tour Efrlod en the Secretary
of Defense dete nes at_ continuation
1s I the public interest. Broad reassign-
ment authority is essential to the flexi-
bility required when, for example, officers
on the Joint Staff are on the verge of
making important contributions in vital
areas of national defenge just as their
normal tour of duty is about to terminate.
Reassignment for an appropriate period would
permit the completion of those tasks that
otherwise might have to be agssumed by newly
assigned personnel unfamiliar with the

complexities of a problem, project, or
subject area.

Allowing reassicnment of a former Joint

Scaff og?Icor a#ter two years in another
assignment. This would permit more efficisnt
exploltation of the talents of those officers
whose aptitudes for Joint Staff duty were
demonstrated in a previous tour. The earlier
return to Joint Staff will improve chances
that an officer's knowledge of the issues
faced by that organization has not grown so
stale during the period between assignments
to require extensive reorientation.

S. Eliminati the restriction against the
contInuat%on or recal] to duty of the
Director of the Joint Staff. Although the
need for continuation of the services of the
Director of the Joint Staff beyond the
uormal proposed four year period is not




likely to be frequent, it is desirable to
have that option when unusual circumstances
make it degsirable to have continuity in this
position or to gain the services of a former
Director to meet an urgent need.

These proposals for legislative changes are evidently
modest. They do not entail any r1adical alteration in the
structure of the JCS. The current members of the JCS do not
believe radical changes are necessary to the effective
functioning of the organization, nor do I. The DoD
legislative proposal does nct contain many of the changes
found in other bills introduced in the 97th and 98th Congress;
I will attempt to explain our reasons for not embracing mest
of those proposals in our bill. FPirst, I will discuss the
provisions of H.R. 6954, the b..}l that was reported favoraoly
by your Subcommittee in the 97th Conviress and subsequently
passed by the Housa ~f Representatives.

Maany of the provisions of H.R. 6954 require changes
that can be, or have been, accompiished without legislative
modifications. They are, in other words, management changes
affecting administrative matters that ccme within the existing
discretionary authority of the Secretary of Defense or the
Joint Chiefs of Staff. Reporting of dissenting views to the
President or the Secretary of Defense by members of the
Joint Chiefs of Staff, fcr example, whi:sh H.R. 6954 would
expressly authorize, requires no legislative change; it is
explicitly a responsibility of the Chairman under presenc law.

The provision in H.R. §954 for the creation of the
position of Deputy Chairman of the Joint Chiesfs of Staff, by
contrast, would indeed require a legislative change. The
need for such & position, however, has not been demonstrated
to my satisfaction nor to the satisfaction of the current
Joint Chiefs of Staff. The present practice for dealing
with the absence or unavajilability of the Chairman of the
Joint Chiefs of Staff is to authorize one of the Chiefs of
Staff to serve as Acting Chairman for a three-month period,
after which that responsibility is rotated to another Chief.
This procedure has worked satisfactorily in recent months,
but other systems can be and have been employed successfully.
Por example, Admiral James Holloway, III in his testimony
before your Subcommittee last year describes an arrangement
by which he served as the designated Acting Chairman for two
one-year periods, at any time the Chairman was absert or
unavailable during that period. JUnder this kind of system
the Chief designated to serve as Acting Chairman is expected
to adjust his schedule so that he is present whenever the
Chairman is absent or unavailable. This kind of flexibility
is, in our view, preferable to dedicating another four star
officer to the role of Deputy Chairman of the Joint Chiefs
of Staff.



The proposal to establish by legislation a Senior
Strategy Advisory Board was rejected as unnecessary on the
basis of our study. The former members of the Joint Chiefs
of Staff or former comnanders of Unified or Specified Commands,
who would serve on the proposed Board, are already svailable
to provide advice, and recommendations on matters of military
tactics and strategy. There is no need to establish yet
another advisory committee, with the attendant bureaucratic
trappings, in order to obtain this kind of help. There is
pregently no difficulty in consulting any raetired officer,
whether or. a special committee or not, whenever the need
arises. Experience demonstrateg that career habits of
*service-to-country® continue in retirement, so that these
retired officers are generous in spending their time and
energy whenever called upon for advice or recommendations.

We find nothing to -be gained by establishing a formal statutory
institution to do the same thing. An additional concern

would be the overlap, duplication and confused lines of
authority and responsibility that would inevitably result

from having two bodies presenting military advice.

Other proposals have as a common theme the perceived
need to relieve the Chiafs of the Services of the responsi-
bility for providing the pianning and advice that is now the
statutory function of the Joint Chiefs of Staff. Advocatas
of these proposals wr.uld substitute a body of advisers made
up of experienced wilitary officers, perhaps in a final tour
of duty, and perhaps supplemented by civilian experts in
national security matters, to recommend amilitary strategy,
force development, and advice on the allocation of milicary
resources. Service Chiefs would be limited to the task of
running their own services in connection with their secretaries.
In other wordse, they would no longer be "dual hatted,® as
they currently are.

The major disadvantage with this type of proposal is
that it separates responsibility from advice. There is
considerable benefit derived from the forced discipline on
the advisor who must consider his advice in the light. of his
responsibilitiea. The Service Chiefs are in the best position
to establish priorities and make choices among competing
needs and to avoid the luxury of theoretical solutions at
unacceptable costs. Moreover, the President and Secretary
of Defense would be less likely to hear in person the views
and concerns of the Service Chiefs who have the responsibility
for organizing, training, and equipping the forces for use
by the unified and specified combatant ccmmands. Thercfore,
I am not convinced that a cese has been made for this separation;
many witnesses before your Ccmamittee last ycar share my
skepticisnm.



In addition, I am troubled by the concept iii one of the
proposals for a Natinnal Command Authority under the control
of a Chief of 3taff who sarves as the principal adviser to
the President, the National Security Council, and the Secretary
of Defense. I think it is worth considering whether so much
has changed since 1949 that we should be willing to overturn
the Cengressional admonition in section 2 of the National
Security Act against "a single Chief of Staff over the armed
forces® and "an overall armed forces general staff.” Although
we can be grateful that the American military tradition
differs from that in many other countries by its consistent
respect for civilian authority, the wise exexcisa of civilian
authority is dependent on the soundness of %“he advice it
receives from its highest ranking military officers. The
stifling of divergent vievipoints through the hcmogenizing
processes of a National Command Authority, speaking through
a Chief of Staff, may deprive civilian authority of the
information it needs tc make the bes: national security
choices for the American people.

In summary, it i8 the position of the Departwent of
Defense, supported by the current Joint Chiefs of Staff,
that improvements in the operation of the Joint Chiefs of
Staff, to the extent they are necessary, can and should come
primarily from management initiatives undertaken within the
current statutory framework. Legislative changes should be
limited to those recommended in the DoD proposal. Before
adopting any of the more drasatic proposals for reorganization
of the Joint Chiefs of Staff, it is our view that this
approach should be -tested. 1In an area of such extreme
sensitivity under the Constitution as civilian control of
the armed forces, we should move cautiously in tinkering
with institutional arrangements that have served this nation
well in the past. Positive actions are being taken to
enhance the operation of the Joint Chiets of Staff, and I
believe that these actions will be much more effective if
Congress passes the Administration's lagislative proposal.

81ncerely.

fop Hoboge

o Gpporsis R 0 G Mty G oo e

-
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GENERAL COUNSEL OF THE DEPARTMENT OF DEFENSE

WASHINGTON. 0.C. 20)01

18 APR 1983

Honc.rable Thomas P. 0'Neill, Jr.
Speaker of the House Of Representatives
Wae ington, D.C. 205.5

Dear Mr. "~ eaker:

Enc! sed is a draft of proposed legislation, "To ameni
title 10, United States Code, to place the Chairman of the
Joint Chiefs of Staff in the national military chria of
command, ard <0 remove limit tions on the Joint Staff of the
Joint Chiefs of staff.”

This proposal is part of the lejislative procram ol the
Department of Defense for the 98:h Congress. The Office of
Management and Budget advise: that, from the standpoint of
the Administration’s prcciam, there is no objection to the
presentation of this proposal for the consideration of the
Congress. It is recommended that the proposal be enacted by
the Congress,

Purpose of the Legislation

The purpose of the proposed legislation is twofold.
The proposal would place the Chairman of the Joint Chiefs of
Staff in the national military chain of command, and would
promote the efficiency of the Joint Statf by eliminating
statutory restrictions that are disadvantageous to the
effectiveness of that organization.

Presently, the Chairman o% the Joint Chiefs of Staff is
the central tigure in military planning; the renderinhg ot
military advice to the President, the National Security
Council, anu the Secretery of Defense: and the execution of
orders emanating from the President as the Commander in
Chief.
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The Chairman of the Joint Chiefs of Staff manages the
Joint Staff and its Director on behalf of the Joint Chiefs
of staff. 10 U.S.C. §143(c) (1976). The Chairman presides
over the Joint Chiefs of staff, 10 U.S.C. §142(b) (1) (1976);
and he communicates, a:t the direction of the President or
the Secretary of Defense, orders to the commanders of the
unified and specified combatant commands.

The purpose of the proposed legislation with respect to
the Chairman is to make explicit his functions as a link
between the Secretary of Defense and the unified and specified
combatant commands. T7The Department of Defense Reorganization
Act of 1958, Pub. L. No. 85-599, §5(b), 72 stat. 514, 518,
amended the National Security Act of 1947, ch. 343, §202, 61
Stat. 495, 500 (as amended 1949, 1950; current version of
§202¢(j) at 10 0.S5.C. §124 (1976)) to make explicit the
pattern of establishment, composition, functions, administra-
tion, and support of the unified and specified commands in
relation to the Military Departments, which assign the
forces to these combatant commands. 10 U.S.C. §124(c) (1976)
provides that these commands are responsib.e to the President
as Commander in Chief, and to the Secretary of Defense, who
is the "principal assistant to the President in all matters
relating to the Department of Defense,” 10 U.S.C. §133(b) (Cupp.
V 198l). The method of communicating with the combatant
commands was not specified by statute. The practice has
been for the Secretary of Defense to communicate with the
corlatant commands through the Chairman of the Joint Chiefs
of Staff, and the proposed legislation would fcrmalize this
arrangement by making appropriate amendments to sections
124(c), 142(b), and 242(c) cf title 10, United States Code.

The other porticn of the legislative proposal is designed
to make the Joint Staff a more effective instrumentality by
easing or eliminating restrictions that :educe its efficiency.
Thus, tre bill would enhance continuity in the Staff by
amending section 143(a; of title 10 and adding a section
143(e), to increase the maximum peacetime tour of duty on
the Staff “-om three to four years. 1In addition, these
amendments would provide that officers could be reassigned
to the Joint Staff during peacetime two years after a pre-
vious tour of duty on the Staff. Currently, a minimum
interval of three years between assignments on the Staff
applies during peacetime, and the Secretary of Defease may
make 2xceptions to this minimum interval for only up to 30
officers. serving on thz Staff at any one time.
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Similarly, the bill would amend section 143(b) of title
10 and add section 143(e) to extend the maximum peacetime
tour of duty of the Directnr of the Joint Staff from three
to four years, and to remove the prohibition against reassignment
of the Director to the Staff in peacetime after completion
of his tour. These changes would contribute to greater
institutional stability and afford the Government the full
usa of those officers who have demonstrated a high level of
competence in staff work.

In addition, the legislative proposal would amend
section 143(a) of title 10 to remove the limit of 400 officers
on the size of the Joint Staff. 1Iun the context of a con-
tinuously iucreasing workload, greater demands for sophis-
ticated military planning, and the c(rganization of our
combatant forces into unified and specified commands, arbitrary
numerical limitations are no longer appropriate. In the
case of the Joint Staff, as well as other assignments to
duty, the goal should be the wisest use of military manpower
among competing requirements, with due recogaition to the
increasingly joint utilization of pers_nnel in the combatant
commands.

Cost and Budget Data

Enactment of this legislation would cause no increase
in budgetary requirements for the Department of Defense.

Sincerely,

o A T =

William H. Taft, IV

BEST COPY AVAILABLE
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A BILL

To amend title 10, United States Code, to place the Chairman
of the Joint Chiefs of Staff in the national military
chain of command, and to remove limitations on the
Joint Staff of the Joint Chiefs of Staff.

1 Be it enacted by the Senate and House of Representatives

2 of the United States of America in Congress assembled, That

3 section 124 of title 1(¢, United States Code, relating to

4 combatant commands, is amencded --

s (1) by.strikXing out "shall®" in clause (2) of

6 subsection (a); and

7 (2) by adding at the end of subsection (c) the

8 following new sentences:

9 "The chain of command runs from the President

10 to the facretary and through the Chairman,

11 Joint Chiefs of Staff, to *he combatant commanas.

12 Ordergs to combatant commands shall be issued by the

13 President or the Secretary through the

14 Chairman, Joint Chiefs of Staff.*”

15 SEC. 2. Section 142 of *itle 10, United States Code,

16 relating to the Chairman of the Joint Chiefs of Staff, is amended
17 (1) in subsection (b) --

<8 (A) by striking out ®"and" at the end of clause (2);

19 (B) by striking out the period at the end of clause (3)
20 and inserting in lieu thereof ":and"; and
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26
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(C) by adding after clause (3) the following
new clause:
"(4) serve in the national military ch=in
of command pursuvant to section 124(c) of this titie.”; and
(2) in subsection (c) by inserting *, except as
provided by section 124(c) of this title, over" immediately
after "or™ in the second sentence
SEC. 3. Section 143 of titl)e 10, United States Code,
relating to the Joint Staff, is amended --
(1) in subsection (a) -~
(A) by striking cut “consisting of not more
than 400" in the first sentence and inserting in lieu
thereof "of"; and
(B) by striking out the last three sentences
aind inserting in lieu thereof tha following; “The
tenure of the members of the Joint Staff is subject
to the approval of the Chairman of the Joint Chiefs
of staff.";
{(2) in subsection (b) by striking out the second
and third sentences; and
{(3) after subsection {(d) by adding the following
new subsect:ion:
"(a2) ©No officer who is assigned or detailed
to duty oa the Joint Staff may serve for . tour of
duty of more than four years. However, the Secretery

of Defense may exterd such a tour of duty if he finds
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that the extension is necessary in the public interest.

No officer may be assigned or detailed to duty on

the Joint Staff within two years after relief frcm

that duty except upon a f.nding by the Secretary of Def~nse
that the assignment or detail is necessary in the pr*lic
interest. This subsectioan does not apply in time

of war declared by Congress or of national emergency

declared by the President.".
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SECTIONAL ANALYSIS
OF A BILL

“To amend title 10, United States Code, to place the Chairman
of the Joint Chiefs of Staff in the national military chain
of command, and to remove limitations on the Joint Staff of
the Joint Chiefs of Staff."

SEC. 1.

Clause (1) strikes out as surplusage “shall"™ in section
124(a) (2) of title 10, United States Code. This results in
no substantive change in the existing statute.

Clause (2) amends section 124(c) of title 10 to insert
the Cheirman of the Joint Chiefs of Staff into the national
military chain of command. Thus, the chain of command would
run from the President to the Secretary of Defense and through
the Chairman of the Joint Chiefs of Staff to the commande:cs
of the unified and specified combatant commands.

SEC. 2.

Clause (1) provides fcr a new clause (4) in section 142(b)
of title 10, United States Code, to specify that the duties
of the Chairman of the Joint Chiefs of Staff include serving
in the naticnal military chain of command in accordance with
section 124 (c) of title 10, as amended by clause (2) of
section 1 of the bill.

Clause (2) amends section 142(c) of title 10, to make
clear tnat the duty of the Chairman of the Joint Chiefs of
Staff to serve in the national military chain of command in
accordance with secticn 124(c) of title 10, as amended by
clause (' of section 1 of the bill, i3 an exception to the
prohibition in section 142(¢c) against  the Chairman's exercising
military conmand over any of the armed forces.

SEC. 3.

Clause (1) amends section 143(a) of title 10, United
Stutes Code, to delete the limit of 400 officers on the size
of tae Joint Staff. Clause (1) also amends secticn 143(a)
to delrte the limit of three years on the peacetime tenure
of memuers of the Joint Staff, and to delete peacetime
restrictions on assignment of an officer to the Joint Staff
within three years after completion of a previous tour of
duty on that Staif. The restrictions on tenure and reassign-
ment that are eliminated by clause (1) are replaced by the
restrictions in section 143(e) of title 10, as added by
clause (3) of section 3 of the bill.
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Clause (2) amends section 143(b) of title 10 to delete
the limit- of three years on the peacetime tenure of the
Director of the Joint Staff, and to delete the prohibition
on reassignment of the Director to the Joint Staff during
peacetime after completion of his tour of duty. The restriction
on tenure and prohibition on reassignment that are eliminated
by clause (2)._are replaced by the restrictions in section
143(e) of title 10, as added by clause (3) of section 3 of
the bill, since the Director of the Joint Staff is an officer
who is assigne® or detailed to duty on the Joint Staff
within the meaning of the new section 143 (e).

Clause (3) amends section 143 of title 10 by adding a
new subse~tion (e}, which provides that the maximum tour of
duty of an officer on the Joint Staff shall be four years,
and that no officer may be reassigned to the Joint Staff
within two years after relief from duty on the Staff. The
Secretary of Defense may waive these restrictions if he
finds that a waiver is necessary in the public interest.
Section 143 (e) does not apply during a war declared by
Congress ov a national emergency declared by the President.
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"2 H, R. 6954

To amend title 10, United States Code, to provide for more efficient and effective

operation of the Joint Chiefs of Staff and to establish a Senior Stntegy
Advisory Board in the Department of Deferse.

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES
Avugusr 10, 1982

Mr. WExTE (for himself, Mr. STRATTON, Mr. MOLLOHAN, Mr. Dan DaNTEL, Mr.

To

R b W N e

AspmN, Mr. MAveoULES, Mr. RoBEET W. DaNtEL, JR., and Mr. NBLLI-

QAN) introduced the following bill; which was referred to the Committce on
Armed Services

A BILL

amend title 10, United States Code, to provide for more
efficient and effective operation of the Joint Chiefs of Staff
and to establish a Senior Strategy Advisory Board in the
Department of Defense.

Be it enacted by the Senate and House of Representa-
tives of the Unuted States of America in Congress assembled,
SHORT TITLE

SECTION 1. This Act may be cited as the “Joint Chiefs
of Staff Reorganization Act of 1982".
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JOINT CHIEFS OF STAFF
SEc. 2. Section 141(d) of title 10, United States Code,
is amended—
(1) by inserting “(1)”" after “(d)”’; and
(2) by 2dding at the end thereof the following new
paragraph:

“(2) A member of the Joint Chiefs of Staff may submit
to the Secretary of Defense any opinion in disagreement with
military advice of the Chairman or the Joint Chiefs of Staff.
After first informing the Secretary of Defense, a member of
the Joint Chiefs of Staff may submit tc the President any
opinion in disngreement with military advice of the Chairman
or the Joint Chiefs of Staff.”.

CHAIRMAN OF JOINT CHIEFS OF STAFF

SEC. 3. Section 142(bX3) of title 10, United States
Code, is amended by striking out ‘“‘have not agreed” and in-
serting in lieu themof “have agreed and have not agreed and
provide military advice ic. his owa right”".

DEFUTY CHAIBMAN OF JOINT CHIEFS OF STAFF

SEc. 4. (aX1) Chapter 5 of title 10, United States Code,
is amended by inserting after section 142 the following new
section:

“§ .42a. Deputy Chairman

“(al1) There is a Deputy Chairman of the Joint Chiefs

of Staff. The Deputy Chairman shall be appointed by the
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President, by and with the advice and consent of the Senate,
from the oificers of the regular components of the armed
forces. The Chairman and Deputy Chairman may not be
members of the same armed force.

“(2) The Deputy Chairman serves at the pleasure of the
President for a term of up to two years and may be reap-
pointed in the same manner for one additional term, except
that in time of war declared by Congress there is no limit on
the number of reappointments.

“(b) The Deputy Chairman acts as Chairman in the ab-
sence or disability of the Chairman and exercises such duties
as may be delegated by the Chairman with the approval of
the Secretary of Defense. When there is a vavancy in the
office of Chairman, the Deputy Chairman, unless otherwise
directed by the President or Secretary of Defense, shall per-
form the duties of the Chairman until a successor iz appeint-
ed.

“(c) The Deputy Chairman may attend all meetings of
the Joint Chiefs of Staff but may not vote on & matter before
the Joint Chiefs of Staff except when acting as Chairman in
the absence or disability of the Chairmen or when there is a
vacancy in the office of Chairman.

‘“(d) The Deputy Chairman, while so serving, holds the
rank of general or, in the case of an officer of the Navy,
admiral. The Deputy Chairman may not exercise military
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command over the Joint Chiefs of Staff or any of the armed
forces.”.
(2) The table of sections at the beginning of such chap-
ter is amended by inserting after the item relating o section

142 the following new item:
“14%a. Deputy Chairman.”.

() Section 525(b)3) of such title is amended by insert-

ing “or Deputy Chairman” after ‘“Chairman’.
JOINT STAFF

SEC. 5. (a) Subsection (a) of section 1438 of title 10,
United States Code, is amended to read as follows:

“(al1) There is under the Joint Chiefs of Staff a Joint
Staif consisting of not more than four hundred officers. The
members of the Joint Staff shall be selected by the Chairman
of the Jbint Chiefs of Staff in approximately squal numbers
from—

“(A) the Army;
“(B) the Navy and the Marine Corps; and
“(C) ths Air Force.

“(2) Selection of officers of an armed force to serve on
the Joint Staff shall be mads by the Chairman from a list of
officers submiited by that armed force. Each officer whose
name is submitted shall be smong those officers considered to
be the mcst outstanding officers of that armed force. The
Chairman may specify the number of officers to be included
on sny such list.
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‘“(3) Officers assigned to the Joint Staff shall be as-

signed for a period of three years, except that in time of war
there i8 no limit on the tenure of members of the Juint Staff.
Members of the Joint Staff serve at the pleasure of the Secre-
tary of Defense, and the tenure of & member of the .Joint
Staff may at the discretion of the Secretary of Defense be
extended for a period of up to three additional years.

“(4) Except in time of war, officers completing a tour of
duty with the Joint Staff may not be reassigned to the Joint
Staff for a period of not less than three yoars following their
previous tour of duty on the Joint Staff, except that selected
officers may be recalled to Joint Staff duty in less than three
wear3 with the approval of the Secretary of Defense in each
case. The number of such officers recalled to Joiat Staff duty
in less than three years shall not exceed orie hundred serving
on the Joint Staff at any one time."”.

(b) Subsection (c) of such section is amended by striking
out ““, on behalf of the Joint Chiefs of Staff’”’ and inserting in
lieu thereof “in the performance of those duties’’.

(¢) Subsection (d) of such section is amended by insert- -
ing “and the Chairman” after “Joint Chiefs of Staff".

(d) Such section is further amended by adding at the end
thereof the following new subsections:

“(0X?) Subject to guidelines established by the Secre-

tary of Defense, each officer serving as a chief of service or
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as the commander of a unified or specified command may
have an opportunity to provide formal comments on any
report or recommendation of the Joint Staff prepared for sub-
mittal to the Joint Chiefs of Sta.ff before such report or rec-
ommendstion is submitted to the Joint Chiefs of Staff. A
copy of any such c.nment shall, at the discretion of the offi-
cer snbmitting the comment, be included as an appendix in
the submittal of such report or recommendation to the Joint
Chiefs of Staff. For purposes of this paragiaph, the chiefs of
gervice are the Chief of Staff of the Army, the Chisf of Naval
Operations, the Chief of Staff of the Air Force, and the Com-
mandant of the Marine Corps.

“(2) The Secretary of Defense shall ensure that the
Joint Staff is independently organized and operated so that
the Joint Staff, and the membe~s of the Joint Staff, support
the Chairman of the Joint Chiefs of Staff and the Joint
Chiefs of Staff in meeting the congressional purpose set forth
in the last clause of section 2 of the National Security Act of
1947 (50 U.S.C. 401) to provide for the unified strategic
direction of the combatant forces, for their operation under
unified command, and for their integration into an efficient
team of land, naval, and air forces.

‘“(f(1) The Secretary of Defense, in consultation with
the Chairman, shall ensure that officer personnel policies of

the armed forces concerning promotion, reteation, and as-
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signment give appropriate consideration to the performance
of an officer as a member cf the Joint Staff.

“2) In the case of an officer who has served on the
Joint Staff and who is selected for recommendation to the
l;resident for appointment to a grade above masjor general or
rear admiral, the Chairman shall submit to the President, at
the same time as the recommendation for such appointment is
submitted, the evaluation of the Chairman of the performance
of that officer as a member of the Joint Staff.”.

SENIOR STRATEGY ADVISORY BOARD

Skc. 6. (a)(1) Chapter 7 of title 10, United States Code,
is amended by adding at the end thereof the following new
section: |
“§ 178. Senior Strategy Advisory Board

“(a) There is established in the Department of Defense
a Senior Strategy Advisory Board. The Board shall, from
time to time, provide such advice and recommendations on
matters of military strategy and tactics as it considers appro-
priata to the Presideat, the Secretary of Defense, and the
Joint Chiefs of Staff.

“(bX1) The Board shall consist of ten members appoint-
ed by the President from among retired officers in the grade
of general or admiral who, while on active duty, served as a
member of the Joint Chiefs of Staff or as the commander of a
unified or specifed command.
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*“(2) Each member of the Board shall be appointed for a
term of five years, except that—

“(A) a member appointad to fill a vacancy occur-
ring before the expiration of the term for which his
predecessor was appointed shall bs appointed for the
remainder of that term,;

“(B) a member whose term of office has expired
shall continue to serve until his saccessor is appointed;
and

“(C) of the members first appointed, three shall be
1 ppointed for & term of one year, three 3nsll be ap-

 pointed for a term of three years, and four shall be ap-
pointed for u term of five years, as designated by the

President at the time of appointment.

Members whose term has expired may be reappointed for one
additional term.

“(8) The Chairman of the Board shall be designated by
the President from among the members of the Board.

“(c) The Board shall meet regularly at the call of the
Chairman or a majority of the members of the Board, but not
less often than once each month.

“(d) Members of the Board are not entitled to corn:pen-
sation for service on the Board but may be paid per diem sad
travel and transporation allowances authorized under section
5708 of title 5.



26

9

1 “(e) The Board shall continue in existence until termi-
2 npated by law.”.
3 (2) The table of sections at the beginning of such chap-
4 ter is amended by adding at the end the following new item:

*'178. Senior Strategy Adviscry Boad.”.
5 (b) Section 178 of title 10, United States Code, as added
" 6 by subsection (a), shall take effect on October 1, 1982.
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“imen H. R. 2560

To amend title 10, Urited States Code, to sbolish the Joint Chiefs of Stall aad
cotablish & single Chiof of Stalt lor the Natiosal Command Authorities, to
ostabiish & Natioual Military Councal, and for oaher parposes.

IN THE HOUSE GF REPRESENTATIVES

AranL 14, 1083
Mr. 8x2LTON introduced the following WLl which was relarred 10 the Cocupittee
on Armed Seevices

A BILL

To amend Stle 10, United States Code, to abolish the Joint
Chiefs of Staff and establish a single Chief of Staff for the
National Command Authorities, to establish a Nasional
Military Council, and for other purposes.

1 Be it enocted by the Senate and House of Representa-

2 tives of the United States of America in Congress assembler.,

3 That this Act may be cited as the ‘“Military Corumand Reoz-

4 ganization Act of 1683”7,
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Sec. 2. Subtitle A of title 10, United States Code, is
amended by inserting after chapter 1 the following new
chapter:

“CHAPTER 2—NATIONAL COMMAND AUTHORITIES
“Sec.
“111. National Command Authorities.
“112. Chain of command.
“§ 111. National Command Authorities

“The National Command Authorities consist of the
President and the Secrztary of Defense.

“8§ 112. Chain of command

“Subject to the direction of the President, the military
chain of command runs—

“(1) from the President to the Secretary of De-
fense;
“(2) from the Secretary of Defense to the Chief of

Staff of the National Command Authorities; and

“(3) from the Chief of Staff of the National Com-
mand Authorities to the commanders of the unifisd and
specified combatant commands.”.

SEc. 3. (a) The Joint Chiefs of Staif and the position of
Cheirman of the Joint Chicfs of Steff are aboiished. The
functions, powers, and duties of the Joint Chiefs of Staff and
of the Chairman of the Joint Chiefs of Staff are transferred to
and vested in the Chief of Staff of the National Cominand

Authorities. The Joint Staff ia reconstituted as the Joint Mili-
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tary Staff of the National Command Authorities under the
Chief of Staff of the National Command Authorities.
(b) Chapter 5 of title 10, United States Code, is amend-
ed to read as follows:
“CHAPTER 5—NATIONAL COMMAND AUTHORITIES
STAFF
“141. Chief of Staff.

“142. Deputy Chiefs of S:aff.
“143. Joint Military Staff.

“§ 141. Chief of Staff

“(a) There is a Chief of Staff of the National Command
Authorities. The Chief of Staff shall be appointed by the
President, by and with the advice and consent of the Senate,
from the officers of the regular components of the armed
forces. The Chief of Staff serves at the pleasure of the Presi-
dent for a term of two years and may be reappointed in the
same manner for one additional term, except that in time of
war declared by Congress there is no limit on the number of
reappointments.

“(b) The Chief of Staff is the principal military adviser
to the President, the Naticnal Security Council, and the Sec-
retary of Defense. While holding office, the Chief of Staff
outranks all other officers of the armed forces.

“(c) Subject to the authority and direction of the Presi-

dent and the Secretary of Defense, the Chief of Staff shall—
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“(1) advise the President and the Secretary of
Defense on matters related to current military policy,
strategy, and major Department of Defense programs
and on all major matters related to current ferces;

“(2) prepare strategic plans and provide for the
strategic direction of the srmed forces;

“(8) prepare joint logistic plans ard assign logistic
responsibilities to the armed forces in accordance with
those plans;

“(4) recommend the establishment of unified com-
mands in strategic areas;

“(5) review thc major material and personnel re-
quirements of the armed forces in accurdance with
strategic and logistic plans;

“(6) formulate policies for the joirt training of the
armed forces;

“(7) formulste policies for coordinating the mili-
tary education of members of the armed forces;

‘“(8) make recommendations for representation of
the United States on the Military Staff Committee of
the United Nations in accordance with the Charter of
the United Nations; and

“(9) perform such other duties as the President or

the Secretary of Defense may prescribe.
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“(d) In carrying out his duties, the Chief of Staff shall
consult with and shall give close attention to the views and
recommendations of—

“(1) the service chiefs (the Chief of Staff of ihe

Army, the Chief of Naval Operations, the Chief of

Staff of the Air Force, and the Commandant of the

Marine Corps); and

“(2) the con.manders of ihe unified and specified

combatent commands.
“8 142. Deputy Chiefs of Staff

“(aX1) There are two Deputy Chiefs of Staff of the Na-
tional Command Authorities. The Deputy Chiefs of Stafi
shall be selected by the Chief of Steff of the National Com-
mand Authorities with the approval - | the Secretary of De-
fense from the officers of the regular corponents of the
armed forces. The Deputy Chiefs of Staff serve at the pleas-
ure of 1.3 Secretary of Defense for a term of two vears and
may be selected in the sam2 manner for one additio: 'zl term,
except that in time of war declared by Congress there is no
limit on the number of terms.

‘“/2) To the extent practicable, the Deputy Chiefs of
Staff should not be members of the same armed force and

siould not be a member of the same armed force as the Chief

of Stalf.
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“(b) One of the Deputy Chiefs of Staff shall be designat-
ed by the Chief of Staff, with the approval of the Secretary of
Defense, to act as Chief of Staff in the ahsence or disability of
the Cider of Staff. When there is a vacancy in the office of
Chief or Staff the Deputy Chisf of Staff so designated, unless
otherwise directed hy the President or Secretary of Defe:se,
shall perform the duties of the Chief of Staff until a successor
is appointed.

“{c) The Deputy Cliefs of Staff shall perform such
duties and exercise such powers a3 the Chief of Staff pre-
scribes.

*(d) Each Deputy Chief of Staff, while so serving, holds
the rank of -geneml or, in the case of an officer of the Navy,
admiral without vacating his permanent grade.

“§ 143. Joint Military Staff

“‘(a}(1) There is under the Chief of Staff of the National
Command Authorities a Joint Military Staff of the National
Command Auchorities. The members of the Joint Military
Staff shall be selected (rs provided in paragraph (2)) by the
Chief of Staff in app:oxiinately equal numbers from—

‘“(A} the Army;
“(B) the Navy and the Marine Corps; and
“(C) the Air Force.
“(2) Selection of officers of ar armed force to serve on

the Joint Military Staff shall be made by the Chief of Staff
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from a list of officers submitted by that armed force. Each

officer whese name is submitted shall be among those officers
considered to be the most outstanding officers of that armed
force. The Chief of Staff may specify the number of officers to
be included on any such list.

“(3) Officers assigned to the Joint Military Staff shall be
assigned for a period of three years, except that in time of
war there is no limit on the tenure of members of the Joint
Military Staff. Members of the Joint Military Staff serve at
the pleasure of the Secretary of Defense, and the tenure of a
member of the Joint Military Staff way at the discretion of
the Secretary of Defense be extended for a period of up to
three aditional years.

“(4) Except in iime of war, officers completing a tour of
duty with the Joint Military Staff may not be reassigned to
the Joint Military Staff for a period of not less than three
years following their previous tour of duty on the Joint Mili-
tary Staff, except that selected officers may be recalled to
Joint Military Staff duty in less than thr. years with the
approval of the Secretary of Defense in each crse. The
number of such officers recalled to Joint Military Stali duty
in less than three years may not exceed one hundred serving
on the Joint Military Stsff at any one time.

“(b) The Joint Milita;v Staff shall perform such duties
as the Chief of Staft prescribes.
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“(c) The Joint Military Staff shall be organized and op-
erated along conventional staff lines to support the Chief of
Staff in discharging his assigned responsibilities.

“(d) The Secretary of Defense shall ensure that the
Join¢ Military Staff is independently organized and operated
so that the Joint Military Staff, and the members of the Joint
Military Staff, support the Chief of Staff in meeting the con-
gressional purpose set forth in the last clause of section 2 of
the National Security Act of 1947 (50 U.S.C. 401) to pro-
vide for the unified strategic direction of the combatant
forces, for their operation under unified command, and for
their integration into an efficient team of land, naval, and air
forces.

“(e) The Secretary of Defense, in consultation with the
Chief of Staff, shall ensure that officer personnel policies of
the armed forces concerning promotion, retention, aand as-
signment give appropriate consideration to the performance
of an officer as a member of the Joint Military Staff.”.

(c) Sectior: 124 of such title is amended—

(1) by striking ont “Joint Chiefs of Staff”’ in sub-
gection fa) ard wserting in lieu thereof ““Chief of Staff
of the National Command Authorities’’; and

(2) by inserting “and to the Chief of Staff cf the
National Command Authorities”” in subsection (c) after
“to the Secretary”.
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SEc. 4. (a) Chapter 7 of title 10, United States Code, is
amended by adding at the end thereof the following new sec-
tion:

“8 178. National Military Council

“(al1) There is in the Department of Defense a Nation-
al Miiitary Council. The Council shali provide to the Presi-
dent and the Secretary of Deiense—

“(A) advice on inatiers pertaining to nationai se-
curity policy, national and military stretegy, and the
responsibilities of the national command authorities;
and

“(B) independent assessments of the way in which
national security policies and defense programs are car-
ried out oy the Department of Defense.

‘“(2) The Council shall, from time to time, meke such
recommendations, 2nd such other reports, as it considers ap-
propriate or as the President or Secretarv of Defense may
require within its functions under paragraph (1). Thé Council
shall provide advice on its own initiative as well as by re-

sponding to requests from the President and Secretary of De-

| fense. Members of the Council may act individually in provid-

ing advice and assessments in the same manner 38 the Coun-
cil may act as a body.
“(bX1) The Council shall consist of five memnbers of the

armed forces appointed by the Presideat, by and with the
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advice and cousent of the Senatc, from among officers of the
regulsr components of the armed forces in grades above
major general or rear admiral.

*“(2) The President, by and with the advice and consent
of the Senate, mey appoint one additional member of the
Council from among persons who are not members of the
armed forces on active duty.

“(3) Officers appointed to the Council under paragraph
(i) shall be selected from among those officers on the active-
duty list or on the retired list who are particularly suited (by
reason of education, training, military and other national se-
curity experience, and intellect) to perform the duties of the
Council. The same standard shall be applied to the selection
of an additional member of the Council under paragraph (2).

‘“(4) Each member cf the Council shall be appoiated for
8 term of three years, except that—

“(A) a member appointed to fill a vacancy occur-
ring before the expiratior of the terra for which his
predecessor was sppointed shall be appointed for the
remainder of that term;

“(B) a member whose term of office has expired
shall continue to serve until his successor i3 appointed;
and

*“(C) of the members first appointed, two shall be
appointed for a term of one year and two shall be ap-
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pointed for a term of two years, as designated by the

President at the time of appointment.

A member of the Council whose term on the Council has
expired may be reappointed for one additional term.

“(c) The Chairman of the Council shall be designated by
the President from among the members of the Council ap-
pointed urnder subsection (bX1). In addition to his other duties
as a member of the Council, the Chairman, subject to the
authority and direction of the President and Secretary of
Defense, shall—

“(1) preside over the Council;

“{2) provide agenda for the meetings of the Coun-
cil;

“(8) assign study tasks to members of the Coun-
cil;

“(4) assist the members of the Council in carrying
out their business: and

*“(5) otherwise provide for the prompt and timely
fulfillment of the responsibiliiies of the Council.

“(d) The Chairman of the Council, subject to the author-
ity and direction of the President, shall represent the Council
at meetings of the National Security Council.

“(eX1) Officers serving on the Council under an appoint-
ment under subscction (b)(1), while so serving, have the

grade of general or, in the case of an officer of the Navy, the
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. grade of admiral without vacating their permanent grade.

Such officers, while so serving, are additional numbers in
grade for all purposes and may nct be counted against any
limitation on the number of officers in grade or the number of
general and flag officers who may be on active duty.

“(2) A member of the Council appointed under subsec-
tion (b)2) shall receive basic pay at the annual rate of basic
pay applicable to persons serving in positions in level IV of
the Executive Schedule under section 5315 of title 5.

“(f{1) An officer on the retired list who is appointed to
the Council under subsection (bX1) shall be recalled to active
duty and shall serve on active duty while a member of the
Council.

‘“(2) A member of the Council appointed under subsec-
tion (bX1), upon the completion of that officer’s service on the
Council, shall be retired or, in t.he~case of & retired officer,
shall be released from active duty.”.

(b) The table of sections at the beginning of such chap-
ter is amended by adding at the end the following new item:
*178. Nationa! Military Council.”.

SEC. 5. (a) Section 619 of title 10, United States Code,
is amended by adding at the end thereof the following new
subsection:

“(e) A selection board convened under secticn 611(a) of
this title to consider officers for promotion to the grade of

brigadier general or commodore shall give substantial weight
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to the service of an officer on the Joint Staff, on the Joint
Military Staff, and in other assignments involving joint mili-
tary experience.”.

(b) Section 616 of such title is amended by adding at the
end thereof the following new subsection:

“(eX1) In the case of a selection board convened under
section 611(a) of this title to consider officers for promotion
to the grade of brigadier general or commodore, the Chief of
Staff of the National Command Authorities may recommend
for promotion, from among officers serving on the Joint Mili-
tary Staff who are on the list of officers to be considered by
the board, a number of officers not in excess of 5 per centum
of the maximum number that the board may recommend for
promotion. In any event, the Chief of Staff may recommend
for promotion one such officer.

“(2) Officers recommended for promotion by the Chief of
Staff under this subsection shall be considered for purposes of
section 617(a) of this title and all other purposes to have been
recommended for promotion by the selection board.”.

SEc. 6. (a) Section 525(bX3) of title 10, nited States
Code, is amended by striking out “Chairman of the Joint
Chiefs of Staff”” and inserting in lieu thereof “‘Chief of Staff
or a Deputy Chief of Staff of the National Command Authori-

ties, a member of the National Military Council,”.
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(b) Section 171(a)7) is amended by striking out ‘“‘Chair-
man of the Joint Chiefs of Staff”” and inserting in lieu thereof
“Chief of Staff of the National Commaand Authorities™.

(c) Sections 264 and 268(cX2) of such title are amended
by striking out “Joint Chiefs of Staff” and inserting in lieu
thereof “‘Chief of Staff of the National Command Authori-
ties””.

(d) Section 743 of such title is amended by striking ouc
“Chairman of the Joint Chiefs of Staff"’ and inserting in lieu
thereof ““Chief of Staff of the National Command Authori-
ties”.

{e) Section 5081 of such title is amended—

(1) by striking out “‘Chairman of the Joint Chiefs
of Swaff” in subsection (b) and incerting in lieu thereof
“Chief of Staff of the National Command Authorities"’;
and

(2) by strik’cg out subsection (d).

() The tabies of chapters at the beginning of subtitle A,
and at the beginning of part I of subtitle A, of such title are
amended—

(1) by inserting after the item relating to chapter
1 the following new item:

“2. Natiora! COmMANd AUORLEN. .......oe.veveorrerrecrersersseeesssreseer s 11"
and
(2) by striking out the item rel:iing to chapter 5

ana inserting in lieu thereof the following:
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“5. Nations) Command Authorities Staff .................. teteeeeeeaeessesaeessaresanen 141",

(gX1) Section 413 of title 37, United States Code, is
amended to read 13 follows:
“§ 413. Chief of Staff of the National Command Authori-

ties

“The Chief of Staff of the National Command Authori-
ties is entitled to the allowances provided by law for the
Chief of Staff of the Army.".

(2) The item relating to such section in the table of sec-
tions at the beginning of chapter 7 of such title is amended to

read as follows:

“413. Chief of Staff of the National Command Authorities.”

SEC. 7. Tiis Act and the amendments made by this Act
shall take effect at the end of the one hundred and twenty
dav ,criod beginning on the date of the enactment of this Act
or on October 1, 1983, whichever is later.

@)
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Mr. NicHois. Mr. Skeiton, we are delighted to have you with us,
and you may proceed at this point.

Mr. KazeN. Before our colleague begins, I am going to have to
excuse myself. I chair a Committee on Water and Power Resources,
and I have several witnesses that have come in from the Western
part of the country, so I must be there.

Mr. NicHors. Would that be Texas?

Mr. KazenN. No, sir, Utah, Arizona and California. If it were
Texas I would have taken care of that situation already and saved
them the trouble to come up here.

Let me commend our colleague, Mr. Skelton, for his interest in
this subject. For a couple of years he has been very tenacious in
following the imposition of his ideas. He has investigated the situa-
tion, and he is here before us this morning to testify. I have al-
ready looked at his testimony; and hopefully I will be able to
return before you finish your meeting this morning. So if you do
not mind, { will excuse myself now and 1 assure you, Mr. Skelton,
that I am very interested in your testimony. I am taking it with me
and will talk to you about it later.

Mr. NicHois. Thank you.

STATEMENT OF HON. IKE SKELTCN, A REPRESENTATIVE FROM
MISSOLRI

Mr. SkeLToN. Thank you, Mr. Chairman.

Mr. Chairman, as has been indicated, I have a formal statement
that I wish to be entered in the record.

Mr. Nicrnows. Without objection, your statement will be entered
as part of the record.

Mr. SkeLToN. Mr. Chairman, the famous British historian, Lid-
dell Hart, once said, “There are over 2,000 years of experience to
tell us that the only thing harder than getting a new idea into the
military mind is to get an old one out.” I think that we should
begin our hearing today with that thought.

Back in the War Between the States, it was only at the direction
of President Lincoln himself that the Union Forces began to use
Springfield repeating rifles. After the war they reverted back to
the single-shot breech loaders.

Mr. Chairman, despite the fact that the Wright Brothers demon-
strated the feasnblhty of powered heavier-than-air flight in 1903,
the United States was compelled to rely on war planes built by
foreign manufacturers all through World War I. Despite the fact
that the Wright Brothers were Americans, and demonstrated the
feasibility of powered flight, the poesibilities of air power were un-
recognized by our military until a rather grap"uc demonstration by
someone named Billy Mitchell in the 1920’s.

The American, Dr Robert Goddard, rloneered rocketry during
the 1920’s and 1930’s. but it was German ingenuity, not the Ameri-
can military ingenuity, that put his theories to a practicel test in a
very devastating way in World War II.

Mr. Chairman, despite the development of tanks, automatic
weapons, and air power, the U.S. Armed Forces maintained horse
cavalry unite through the 1940’s. In fact, the current Commander
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in Chief, our President, served in such a reserve unit on the eve of
World War I1.

At the close of the Second World War, President Truman and
General Marshall wanted a truly unified Armed Forces under a
new Department of Defense. But resistance, particularly by the
Navy, led to compromises. Many of the structural flaws that we
will discuss today in the Joint Chiefs of Staff system came about as
a result of those compromises made back in 1947 which had the
effect of preservinf autonomy for the individual services.

Mr. Chairman, { have supplied to the committee a long history of
the need for reform which ins in April 1944 with the McNMar-
ney, plan goes down through 1960 to the Slg'::sin‘fton study on reor-
ganization of the Defense Department for ident-elect Kennedy,
and extends all the way through the Jones reorganizat.on proposa!
and last year’s series of hearings. This committee is beginning an-
other chapter in this long line of history.

I would hore, Mr. Chairman, that we can put an end to this his-
trf)ry and truly reform the way that business is being done in the

entag n.

There are certain basic flaws that the present system has, and
we 1rust address ourselves to them if we want an adequate, a
strong and an effective national defense.

The inherent flaws are:

h'il‘l;c: conflict of interest caused by ‘“dual hatting” of the service
chiefs.

The inability of the Joint Chiefs of Staff to provide clear and con-
cise and timely and res?onsive military advice.

The inability of the ‘“‘dual hatted” service chiefs to do two Jobe
woll—first to be a member of the Joint Chiefs, and then, second, to
be the service chief.

The personnel policies which lead to tov much inexperience on
the Joint Staff and too little reward for outstanding performarce
in a joint assignment.

'Thus I introduced the bill H.R. 2560. I urge your favorable con-
sideration of it. It defines the national command authorities and es-
tablishes for the firet time the military chain of command in law.

It abolishes the Joint Chiefs of Staff and abolishes the position of
the Chairman of the Joint Chiefs of Staff. It transfers the functions
end the powers and the duties of the Joint Chiefs of Staff and its
Chairman to a Chief of Staff or the National Command Authorities.

It reconstitutes the present Joint Staff as the Joint Mili Staff
of the National Command Autl.orities under the Chief of Staff of
the National Command Authorities.

It establishes the Chief of Staff as the princi milite.:ge:gviser
to the President, the National Security Council, and the etary
of Defense.

It provides for two Deputy Chief of Staffs.

It establishes promotion and appointment policies to insure that

officers servu}g 1n the Joint Military Staff will be among the most
outstanding of each service.

It establishes a National Military Council to provide the Presi-
dent and the Secretary of Defense with first, advice on manage-
ment, matters pertaining to national security policy, national mili-
tary strategy, and the responsibilities of the National Command
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Authorities and second, independent assessments of the way in
whicl national =curity policies are carried out.

The Council will consist of five distinguished military leaders
either recalled from retirement or on their last duty assignment.
At the discretion of the President it will have one civilian. Each of
‘hese will have the equivalent to a four-star rank.

Mr. Chairman, I wish that I could say that all of this is original
with me. It is not. It came about as a result of listening to those
who have served in the halls of the Pentagon, not just in an officer
capacity, but in the capacity of Chairman of the Joint Chiefs.

refer to Maxwell Taylor, and to David Jones. Recently, Chair-
man Jones retired, and before he retired he gave us some advice. 1
would like to bring you up to date on the advice and refresh your
recollection of the advice given by General Jones.

He says that the military advice given by the Joint Chiefs of
Staff is not timely, it is not crisp, it is not very useful or very influ-
ential. He said, therefore, the national leadership often must look
elsewhere for advice. He also said why it was not useful. That is
because the service interests dominate the Joint Chiefs of Staff rec-
ommendations at the expense of broad national military interests.
This results in no meaningful Joint Chiefs of Staff advice on re-
source allocation, on budget levels, on force structures, on new
weapons, on joint doctrine, on joint training, and on unified com-
mand plans.

He cited the reasons as the contradictory roles of the Chiefs.

First, they are Chiefs of the services that they head. They uPhold
the traditions and the capabilities and the esprit de corps of that
garticular service. Second, they are members of the Joint Chiefs of

taff. As such they are supposed to subordinate their service inter-
est to broader considerations. He points out that this is impossible.

There is also a time confiict, as he points out. Service chiefs do
not have the time to perform t 'th roles. Each one is a full-time job.

There is also a conflict between the service and the joint respon-
sibilities reflected in the Joint Staff. Officers come from the serv--
ices and they go back to their services, retaining close ties to those
services.

I think that we ghould, Mr. Chairman, listen to the thoughts and
advice of General Ji 1es and tha thoughts and recommendations of
General Taylor. I hope that the lo:fislation that I offer is the very
best of Maxwell Taylor and David Jones.

The question comes, Mr. Chairman, will this be better for our de-
fense? We all know that the train is coming down the track, that
the American people are going to want the defense dollar to be
:ient much more wisely and much better in the days and years

ead. You will recall, Mr. Chairman, in the testimony of former
Secretary of Defense McNamara just a few days ago, and you put
the question to him, he said that this pro , the proposal that
we have before us today, could save up to 5 percent of the defense
budget. It is my considered opinion after a great deal of discussion
with various military leaders, both active and retired, that we
could save up to 10 percent of the military budget if it is enacted
into law and carried out correctly.

Mr. Chairman, I would like to quote from an article, if I may, at
this time:
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An excellent case for strengthening the authority of the Joint Chiefs of Staff kas
been made by General David C. Jones. His recommendations echo a well-established
pattern. His is but the latest expre_sion of a frustration long felt by senior military
officers—for all the reasons cited by General Jonese—that there must be a better
way to shape alternatives and to provide the best possible military advice. Virtually
every serioug student and practitioner has recommended that the Joint Chiefs of
Staff be strengthened. The near unanimity of their views can no longer be ignored,
particularly in the light of grave new dimensions to the problem of national seru-
rity. It should not, therefore, be surprising that the four service chiefs found it
somewhat difficult to sit down three times a week and act as a corporate body
against some of the very remedies they indivigually were seeking to apply within
their respective services. Given budgets which provide for less than - inimum de-
fense needs the Chiefs often found themselves unable to act reeponsively in their
joint role except tv the detriment of legitimate service requirements. This “dual hat-
ting”" dictated by law confers real power with the service chief hat and little ability
to influence policy, programing, and budget issues with the joint hat. This is the
3rgot cause of the ilis which so many distinguished officers have addrmesed these past

years.

Mr. Chairman, that quote is from one of the greatest military
leaders of our century, and one of the truly outstanding thinkers
that has worn the American uniform, the Chief of Staff of the
Army, Gen. Edward C. Meyer.

Mr. Chairiaan, I submit the recommendations to you. This is a
long and arduous trail for reform within the military, and one can
only look to the past and see the tluws of the past. It is up to us
now to put an end te this history. You know, they say stepping in a
hole one time is not so bad, but when you step in that hole a
second time, that is bad, you are at fault. Let us not step in the
same hole, let us be prepared and have a strong milite:y thai can
save money, work together, plan programs, and not be at each
other’s respective interests so that we can truly have a unified and
sirong military for this decade and for the decades ahead.

1 thank the chairman for the opportunity to be with you today.

[Following is the prepared statement of the Honorable Ike Skel-
ton togethier with the list of reform proposals and an excerpt of tes-
timony by former Secretary of Defense Robert S. McNamara men-
tioned in Representative Skelton’s statement.)

WRITTEN Summ or HoN. Ige SKELTON

Mr. Chairman, Members of the Subcommittee, Liddell Hart once said, ‘“There are
over two thousand years of experience to tell us that the only thing harder than
getting a new idea into the military mind is to get an old one out.}'ngpwiﬁc exam-
ples from our own nation’s military history unfortunately bear this out:

Beltt was :}l:ly so& the direct orders S?: \?mid&nt Lincoln te!;::) Uniorl; fﬁrcea in &h:‘\‘yar
ween the States began to use ingfield repeating ines. Following ar,
they returned to their gingle-shot bre;ﬁrloaders.

Da%iw the fact that the Wright Brothers demonstrated the feasibility of powered
flight by heavier-than-air craft in 1903, the United States was compelled to rely on
war planes of foreign manufacture throughout World War 1. Indeed, the poesibilities
of air power were unrecognized by our military untii a rather graphic demonstra-
tion by Billy Mitchell in the 1920’s.

The American, Dr. Robert Goddard; pioneered rocketry during the 1920's and
1930's, but it was German, not U.S,, ingenuity which put his theories to practical
‘test during World War II. ‘

Despite the development of tanks, automatic weapons, and air er, the US.
armetl forces maintained horee cavalry units through the 1940’s. In fact, our current
Commander-in-Chief served in one such unit on the eve of World War II.

At the close of World War I1, President Truman and General Marshall wanted a
tmlLuniﬁed armed forces, under a new Department of Defense. But resistance, par-
ticularly by the Navy, led to compromisesa. Many of the structural flaws in today’s
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Joint Chiefs of Staff system stem from these compromises, which had the effect of
preserving autonomy for the individual services.

These examplea show the historic reluctance of our military to embrace necessary
change. Therefore, meforms must often be im from outside the military estab-
lishment, namely by us here in Congress. I followed with interest this Subcommit-
tee's sixteen hearings on reorganization of the Joint Chiefs of Staff last year. You
are to be congratulated for taking on this difficult subject, for exploring it in depth,
and for returning to the subject this year. As I reviewed the testimony from
year’s hearings, I noticed that the witnesses cited a number of basic flaws in the
present m. [ will mention only a few:

h'_l'l;e inherent conflict of interest caused by the “dual hatting” of the service
chiefs.

d’l'!xe inability of the JCS to provide clear, concise, timely, and responsive military
advice.

The inability of the “dual hatted” service chiefs to do two jobe well—to be a
member of the Joint Chiefs and to be a service chief.

Personnel policies which have led to too much inexperience on the Joint Staff,
and too little reward for outstanding performance in a joint assignment.

When I began serving on the Procurement Subcommittee this year, I was made
aware of what theese flaws mean in « practical sense. As it became apparent that we
had to reduce the Administration’s defense spending request, 1 began askin, me
various service chiefs, and other high-ranking military officials, this question: t
can we do to cut defense spendilzg without hurting our national defense? As ycu all
know, I favor a strong national defense, and I reasoned that if cuts had to be made
it would be much better for us to have the views of the military on what were really
the top priorities in the defense budget. Howeve., no one could answer my question.
The present command structure, with the flaws I mentioned earlier, effectively pre-
vents an answer. What this system gives us is most of each scrvice's “wish list”,
with duplication of weapous systeins, and overlapping missions and responsibilities.
I am convinced that the potential for saving defense dollars by reforming the cur-
rent JCS system is enorrnous.

There is little disagr2ement abou: the existence of defects in the current system.
Where viewpoints diverge is on how far it is necessary to go in order to correct
these defects. In my view, nothing leve than a fundamental change in the status quo
is needed. That is why I introduced H.R. 2660, the “Military Command Reorganiza-
tion Act of 1983”. Let me summarize some of this bill's key sections:

Section 2 defines the National Command Authorities as consisting of the Presi-
dent and the Secretary of Defense, and sets out the military chain of comm «nd to
run from the President to the Secretary of Defense, from the Secretary of Lefense
to the Chief of Staff of the National Command Authorities, and from the Chief of
Staff of the National Command Authorities to the commanders of the unified and
specified commands. ,

Section 3 abolishes the Joint Chiefs of Staff and the position of Chairman of the
Joint Chiefs of Staff, and transfers the functions, Eowers, and duties of these two
entities to a newly created Chief of Staff of the National Command Authorities.
This officer will be the highest ranking officer in the armed forces, and he will be
the principal military advisor to the President, the National Security Council, and
the of Deferse. He ti:f#'iven the same duties that are currently assigned b
law to the Joint Chiefs of Staft. Provision is made for two Deputy Chiefs of Stafi,
one of whom shall be designated to act as Chief of Staff in the absence or disability
of the Chief of Staff.

Section 3 also establishes a Joiut Military Staff as a successor to the current Joint
Staff. Officers will be assigned to the Joint Military Staff for a period of three years
and may be extended for a period of up to three additional years. There must be a
three-year period between Joint Military Staff assignments, except that up to one
hundred ofticers may be recalled to such duty in iess time. The section further con-
tains ld;;roviuionn designed to ensure that officer personnel policie:ag_ive appropriate
consideration es{;)agerfonnanoe as a member of the Joint Military Staff.

Section 4 lishes a National Military Council consisting of five members of
the armed forces, ard, at the option of the Pregident, one civilian. The bill specifies
that the members of the Council are to be senior officers, either recalled from re-
tirement, or on their last tour of active duty. They would be appointed for three-
year stg?gemd terms, and could be reappointed.

The National Military Council would provide the President and the Secretary of
Defense with advice on matters pertaining to national security policy, national and
military strategy, and the responsibilities of the national command authorities; and
with independent assessments of the way in which national security policies and de-
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fense programs are :arried out by the Department o' Defense. The Council would be
required to provide advice on its own initiative as well as restggnding to requests
from the President snd the Secretary of Dufense. A member of Council designat-
ed as its Chairman would preside over the Council, and repreeent the Council at
meetings of the National Security Council.

Section § of H.R. 2560 contsias several more provisions designed to ensure that
the membere of the Joint Military Staff are the raoet outstanding in the armed
forces. It requires that joint experience be given substantial weight in the promotion
of officers to flag rank. In additior.. it permits the Chief of Staff of the National
Command Authorities to recommend a certain nunbe: of ufficers for promotion to
ﬂaﬁmk fromn among thoe serving on the Jeint Militury Szafi’

ponse to my proposal, irom our colleagues hers: in the House, {rom the mui-
tarl):i and {rom others has been extremely favorable. Generual David C. Jones, Gener-
al Maxwell I). Taylor and the respected miiitary kistoriar and ara'yst Trevor N.
Dupuy are only a few of thoe: who have indizated their suppcrt. There are carrent-
ly twenty-five consponsors of the bill.

As you can see, H.R. 2560 is designed specificaily to remedy the flaws in the cur-
rent system. B‘{etalung awey the joint responsibilities of the service chiefs, the bill
frees them to devote full time to running their individual services. No matw:r how
dedicated and talented, no man can serve two maiters. My bill removes the need
to-—the built-in conflict between service interesta s:ad joint. interests is elininated.

The Nationgd Military Council w:uld improve the quality of advice from the mili-
tary to civilian decision-mnkers, particularly on Iurag-hem. national problenxs and
future military policy. This is precisely the kind of advice that. is needzd in order t)
make sound decisions on future force atructures and on the long-term procurement
of weapons systems. The Chief of Staff of the Nativaal Con:mand Auchorities would
be responsible for advice on matters related to current mili;ary policy, strategy, and
;nqior Degpartment of Defense programs, and on all major niatters related to current
orces.

‘fo improve the level of te:;eﬁence on the Joint Military Staff, the number of offi-
cers who may be reappointed within three yeurs is increasel frorn thirty to one hun-
dred. In addition, to encourage outstanding officers to seel. joint assignment, provi-
sion is made for performance in joint nssignments to be given substential weight in
promotions.

et me smphasize that I don’t belive that the problems in the JCS are related to
people. Thus, I reject the contention of the Secrets.cy of Defense that organizational
change is not needed, since good people can make the JCS system work. To the con-
trary, some of our moet outstanding JCS memiers xave been leaders in pointing out
the flaws in the present system, and the need for drastic reform. There is another

int that must be made: Ever: if they are able t: overcome inherent institutional

'ws temporarily, neither the current members of the JCS or the current Adminis-
tration will be in office forever. These defects ir. the JCS organization have long
been recognized. They will not disappear by being ignored.

There is another point which I need to make. H.R. 2660 will not lessen civilian
control of the military. If anything, the bill will improve civilian control, by ensur-
ing that decision-makers get better, and more timely, advice on mil'‘ary stra
and policy. The inefficiency and ineffectiveness of the present JCS system is not the
best :v:{ to ensure civilian control. Indeed, the problem today is that because of the
watered-down common-denominator advice received from the JCS, Secretaries of De-
fense have turned more and more to advice from civilian staffs on matters where
the military voice needs to be heard. H.R. 2660 would help restore a proper balance.
Moreover, it contains specific protection inet mili dominance. The bill makes
it clear that the Chief of Stafl is to be subordinate to the of Defense and
the President, and that his duties are to be primarily advisory. nation has a
long tradition of the military being subordinate to civilian authority. H.R. 2660 will
not change that tradition.

_The next question is whether having a single, dominant military officer will stifle
diveigent views within the military. Here again, the bill is drafted so that this will
not happen. The bill requires the Chief of Staff to consult with and give closs atten-
tion to views and recominendations of the service chiefs and the commanders of
the unified and specified commands. In addition, the National Military Council will
serve as a form of “checks and balances” on the Chief of Staff, and it is ided
that Members of the Council may act individually in ing advice and useess-
ments in the same manner as the Council may act as & body. In short, a President
or Secretary of defense who wants divergent views should have no trouble obtaining
them under the system established by my bill.
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In closing, let me once more commend the Subcommittee for its willingness to
tackle thiz issue in this ‘zear. In my view, this is the most important defense
issue we will face this year. We can no longer afford to let inter-cervice “log-rolling”
frotect parochial service interests at the expense of the joint interests cf the nation.

f we can’t employ our forces effectively, it doesn’t matter much what kind of force
structure we have or what kind of weapons systems we procure. A proper reform of
the JCS will save defense dollars, particularly in the area of procurement of weap-
ons systems, and, yet, it will ultimately lead to a 3tronger national defense.

Now is the time to act on such a reform, Mr. Chairman. If we wait for a crisis, or
a war, it will be too late. The comprehensive hearin%mrecord compiled by this Sub-
committee last year made it clear that fundamental changes in the JCS are nezded.
I believe that my bill, H.R. 2560, makes those needed changes, and I urge the Sub-
committee to consider this propoecd legisiation favorably following this year's hear-
ings.

RerFoRM PrOPOSALS

Apr 1344—McNarney Plan

Mar 1945—Richardson Committee Majority Report

Sept 1945—Eberstadt Plan

Oct 1946—Collins Plan

Jan 1947—Army-Navy Compromise Plan (Norstad-Shernian Plan)

Nov 1948—Eberstadt Committee (of the Hoover Commission) Report

Feb 1949—Commission on Organization of the Exscutive Braach of the Govern-
ment (Hoover Commission) Report

Apr 1953—Rockefeller Committee Report

Apr 195J—President Eisenhower’s Reorganization Plan

fJSanﬂl)958—Wheeler Committee Report (prepared at the request of the Joint Chiefs

of Stal

Apr 1958—President Eisenhower's Reorganization Pian

Dec 1960—Symington Study on Reorganization of the Department of Defense (pre-
pared for President-elect Kennedy)

Jul 1970—Blue Ribbon Defense Panel (Fitzhugh) Repor+

Jun 1978—Ignatius Report on Defense Reo ization

Jul 1978—Steadman Committee Report on National Military Command Structure

Feb 1979—Defense Security Policy Integration (Odeen) Report

Dec 1981—Joint Planning and Execution Steering Commitice Revort

Feb 1982—Two Se te Reports of the Chairman'’s Special Study Group

Feb 1982—Jones’ rganization Proposal

Apr-Aug 1982—Reorganization Propoeals for J.C.S. Hearings before Investigations
Subcommittee, Armed Services Committee.

Excerpr From TESTIMONY OF FORMER SECRETARY OF DEFENEE ROBERT S. MCNAMARA

Berore THE CoMMITTEE ON AsMep Services, U.S. House or REPRERENTATIVES,
May 19, 1983

The CHairMaN. Mr. Nichols.

Mr. Nictors. Thank {‘ , Mr. Chajrman.

Mr. McNamara and Mr. Bundy, I appreciate your coming before ou: committee.
Suffice it to say that I find myself in disagreemcnt with most of the testimony tnat
you have rendered here this mornin*il won't go into the issucs with you. I will get
on a subject that is a littie less sexy, Mr. Sec-etary, if I might. '

Our subcommittee is looking into some reo. ization of the Joint Cniefs of Stalff.
As you know, last year Gen. David Jonzs, who was at the time Chairman of the
Joint Chiefs, criticized the JCS organiza:ion and indicated that it was significantly

awed.

He said he thought we ought to recrganize it, and so forth.

As a former Secretary, would you just briefly, Mr. Secretary, provide your sugges-
ticns as to whether there ought 0 be changes, and if so, what t changes, and if
80, what those chanﬁ: should oe?

Mr. McNaMAra. Mr. Nichols, I generally agree with what I understund General
Jones’ recnmmendetions t» be. I say that without endorsing evemlement of it,
some of the deteils of which I am not familiar with; but what he basically recom-
mended, as ! understand it, is that the position of the chairman be strengtliened,
and that the Chiefs be separated to some d from their service 1esponsbilities,
80 that there could be an integrating or unifying force or structure within the De-
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fense Department to adjudicate controversies the services and to briug to the
and to the President, and hence to the rican pegﬁle,atmlyumﬂed‘
defense strategy and defense structure. That I strongly agree wi

I think what we are seeing today, nnd one of the reasons why we feel there is
duplication within the budget, is that there is not a unified strategy and there is not
a unified structure.

This budget that lies before you is the result of independent services operating
semiautonomously. It was that that General Jones sought to correct by suggesting a
restructing of the Joint Chiefs.

I strongly support his objective. I think that a reorganization of the Chiefs would
contribute to it. There are other actions that could be taken short of that. One could
increase the power of the Chairman without separating the Chiefs from their serv-
ices, for example.

This problem is not new. | was interested, amused, and somewhat saddened, when
I read on Sunday of this week an extraordinarily interesting report of the buildup of
our nuclear forces from 1945 to 1960. It quoted President gwen}m r at the end of
his term as President—two terms as President—saying that with respect to this sub-
ject we are ing about now, redundancy and nuclear strategic forces, that he felt

at having allowed the forces to expand to the extent they had and that the
only action he could see that could have been taken to prevent that would have
been to fully integrate the services. Short of that, he saw no way to prevent it.

What he was saying is the same thing Gen¢ | Jones ig saying, that today we
have, not as the fault of any single man and cer ..nly not as the fault of the service
Chiefs, we have services operating semi-independently of each other. It is very, very
wasteful. To reduce that waste, I would support a reorganization of the Chiefs.

Mr. Nicsots. I don't care to ask any more questions, Mr. Chairman.

Mr. Sxxr1oN. Mr. Secretary, thank you for mr comments.

I find myself in ugree nent only with your comments today, because 1 have a
bill in to do just that very thing.

Would you expand, Mr. Secretary, on the conflict of interest that seems to be ap-
parent in the structure as it now stands?

The service Chiefs at one moment being the head of the Navy and at another
moment being a member of a Joint Committee, is there a conflict of intereat that
you see there, air?

Mr. McNaMARA. [ don't think there is a_conflict of interest as much as there is 8
tendency of the service Chief, whether he is functioning as service Chief or a
membear of the Joint Chiefs, to be most aware of, moet interested in, most concerned
about the interesis of his service.

Mr. SxxLTON. Well, whai happens—is it irue that in making recommendations tc
the President, to the Secretary, that certainly as a committee they in essence just
add up what everybody else has, rather than dig into each others territory?

Mr. McNasara. No. I don't think it is true that they just add it up, but they

don't dig into it to the they would if they were separated from their servicus,
if they uate and adequate time to look at it fzom a national point of
view, as to a service point of view. I don't think those three carrier task
{?‘:o: be in there, for example, if the Chiefs had had time to fully examire

Mr. SxeLToN. It is a conflict of time, too, then?
Mr. McNaAMARA. It is a conflict of time, sxactly.

Mr. Sxr1oN. Do you have any judgment, Mr. Secretary, how much we could save

in the defense dollar should we have a proposal enacting a law, such cs my bill, that
General Jones has proposed? : y

Mr. McNaMArA. No, [ don’t but I am certain it would be substantial. I will give
you a figure off the top of my head. I think can save on the order of 5 percent
gtammmm' um, and we gre i aboutssosto“OObiuion per year, and 5 perceni
18a

Mr. NicHors. We thank you, Mr. Skelton, for your interest and
your dedication over many, many years in S‘L‘;Yort of a strong de-
fense. For that reason I would certainly seriously consider the pro-
posal that you bring before the subcommittee this morning.

In looking over your statement, I notice on page 7 you indicate
that the problem today is that because of the watered-down, lowest-
common-denominator advice received from the Joint Chiefs of
Staff, that Secretaries of Defense have turned more and more to
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advice from civilian staffs on matters where the military voice
needs to be heard. You indicate that nothing short of fundamental
changes in the Joint Chiefs structure is needed. But I would
remind the gentleman from Missouri that the Joint Chiefs of Staff
organization has been criticized for many decades and the oppo-
ng:ts of change have succeeded in defeating even the slightest
changes.

Wh{ do you believe that determined action by the Congress to
install more moderate changes such as those proposed ?Iv neral
Jones, included in our bill last year, which passed the House, will
not be sufficient to take care of the concerns that you express?

Mr. SxevLroN. Quite honestly, there is one fundamental flaw. 1
mentioned several, but the main fundamental flaw is that you have
one person—fine and dedicated and truly outstanding as they are,
and we are truly blessed, I might say, Mr. Chairman, with the
Joint Chiefs that we have today; they are of the highest caliber and
I think history will treat them well—but it is absolutely impossible
for them in the morning to be head of their service and in the
afternoon to sit in a second capacity and to undo what they have
been doing in the morning in their own service.

For instance, let us take a Navy example. Suppose within the
Navy the great issue is whether to spend a large amount of money
on an aircraft carrier or on two Ohio class submarines, and this
has been wrestled around within the Navy for weeks and debated
among all of the military naval thinkers, and the Chief of Naval
Operations and all of them finally agree we will build a new air-
craft carrier. That is firm. That is our recommendation. Then the
meeting is held with the Joint Chiefs and the issue is brought up
and the Joint Chiefs have a different opinion. It is asking too much
of the CNO to say yes, gentlemen, I will give up, I will yield to

our thoughts. What usually happens is some sort of compromise.
t usually happens is that each of the services has a wish list of
programs and of procurements. One Chief does not drastically
touch the others’ lists. These are the wish lists provided to the Sec-
retary of Defense and to the administration and hence to us.

We know what difficult times there are. We had to cut some
$10.5 billion from our budget this year. You will recall the tough
job. Did we have direct advice from the Joint Chiefs of Staff on
saying cut this program or cut this procurement? We had to do a
lot of it, Mr. Chairman, on our own. t is the flaw. They cannot
do two ﬁ)ba They are not superhuman.

Mr. Nicsors. You go to great lengths in saying that you have
tremendous respect for our peopie——

Mr. SKELTON. Yes, sir.

Mr. NicHoLs [continuing]. Who serve as our Chiefs of Staff and
the Chairman of the Joint Chiefs of Staff. I know you share the
same respect for General Vessey that I do. He will be testifying
later. In view of the respect you and I have, would you give us your
opinion on the administration’s proposal that has been formulated
by, and supported by, General Vessey, who has brought it to us
before this committee?

Mr. SKELTON. It is the result of obvious compromise within the
committee, within the joint system. I am disappointed, Mr. Chair-
man, that we do not have five testimonies before us today. I think
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the very fact that we have one testimony today, a compromise tes-
timony, which will be presented by General Vessey, points up the
very same thing that I am saying. We have some fine military
minds that obviously do not agree in every instance. General
Meyer has been forthright enough to write an article and testify
last year, if you will recall. It is the compromise system of doing
things. You cannot do business that way. ',I'hxs is only cosmetic at
best. The one good thing they recommend is to establish by law,
which my bill does, the chain of command. Other than that, it is
mere cosmetics and it does not attack the main issue.

Mr. NicnoLs. Elsewhere in your testimony you seem to feel that
the military voice has declined in influence and scope and lost out
to Pentagon civilian staffs.

Where do you place the blame for this? Are you blaming the mii-
itary? Would you explain?

r. SKELTON. You cannot blame the caliver of the military, yet
you have to blame the system, because their system is a committee
system. You have to in any committee syster: have compromise, in
essence a watering-down effect. When a Secretary of Defense or
when a President receives recommendations in a compromise fash-
ion or a watered-down-effect fashion he is going to look elsewhere
for strong military advice. If it comes from the civilian sector in
the Pentagon he is going to take it wherever he can get it.

We should let people of the caliber who serve in these positions
express their views. The best way they can do it would be under
the bill that I have, either as a service chief, on the one hand, or as
a member of the mili council that I provided. We have two out-
standing members of the Joint Chiefs, Mr. Chairman, that are
about to retire, General Meyer and General Barrow. Would it not
be faniastic to have their advice in the years ahead as members of
the Military Council to advise the President and Secretary of De-
fense? How blessed we would be would that be the case, but the
law does not provide for it now.
lathgr' NicHoLs. I want to ask you some questions about that a little

r.

Mr. Ray.

Mr. Ray. Thank you, Mr. Chairman.

Thank ycu, Mr. Skelton, for coming before us today and giving
us your opinion on the reorganization plan you have here. Former
Secretary McNamara recently estimated that 5 percent of the de-
fense budget could be saved if the JCS was reformed——

Mr. SkELTON. Yes, sir.

Mr. Ray. So that it ¢ould give better advice on which service pro-
grams to keep and which to drop, how to eliminate and so forth. Do
you agree with this, or do you have an estimate on how much you
think could be saved?

Mr. SkeLTON. I think Secretary McNamara is conservative in his
thoughts. I think if you have the high caliber of “Yeople—l assume
you would have the same high caliber—you could save up to 10
percent. However, Secretary McNamara's re of 5 percent, 5 per-
cent of $188 billion, is a considerable amount. : think this is terri-
bly important because the people of our country in the years anead
are going to expe-t us to have a stron%emilitary at a vex tight
budget. As the years go on, should there be a tightening of the mil-
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i budget, you are going to see the present system not doin

v::ﬁ’.’ As the budget expands, as more money is coming forward and
coming forth, the present v%:t:em works because everyone's wish
list can be accommodated. en the wish list and various iilitary
services are going to have to be cut, that is when you have trouble.

Mr. Ray. your research indicated a specific percentege up to
10 or over 10 percent?

Mr. SkeLTON. I would hope up to 10 percent.

Mr. Ray. The National Security Act states that the Congress
does not intend to create a general staff.

Mr. SKeLTON. That is correct.

Mr. Kay. But flyour proposal to establish a Joint Military Staff
headed by a chief of staff, 18 that in conflict?

Mr. SKeLTON. Not at all. I wish to point out, all during the hear-
ings last year, and the recommendations made by General Jones,
which are incorporated in my bill, at no time has there ever been
an implication that this is the creation of a general staff. It allows
for p&)’ple to be appointed to the staff for 3 years, and to be ran-
pointed for an additional 3 years. But they must then lay out. It
does allow an increase in the number to be brought back, I think
from 30 ur to 100, to be brought back at less than a 3-year interval.
But it still keeps the rotation going.

I have talked to a number of people, both active and retired,
more active than retired. Many of the bright young majors, cap-
tains, lieutenant colonels, and their comparable ranks in other
services, do not want a joint assignment. And you want those very,
very able people to be drawn into this joint assignment. That is
what we are trying to do. The only changes that we make is to pro-
vide for them to obtain some of the finest service officers and to
also provide for their promotion which under the present system
might them by should they be a member of the Joint Staff.

Mr. Ray. Your proposal would be that the National Military
Council would be an ongoing body. Is that correct?

Mr. SkeLToN. That is correct.

Mr. Ray. Now, if the President and the Secretary of Defense
were not able to appoint their own choices to this body, would it be
likely to have muc% influence in rendering mili vice?

Mr. SkeLTON. I think it does. First, they would be some of the
outstanding, probably four-star, but in some cases three-star, retir-
ees of our country. And they are s red in terms, so that every
year the President is going to have the opportunity to either keep
or re&l)%ce someone on that military council. I think that it would
be a body that could keep its continuity. and yet upon the desire of
the President and the advice of the Secretary of Defense, they
could change its complexion over a period of just a few years.

Mr. Rav. But it seems to me that the members of your proposed
National Military Council would lose touch rather quickly after
they were separated from day-to-day operations. If so, could their
advice be given credibility b{; the present Secretary of Defense?

Mr. SKELTON. Actually they do not lose touch. They lose the
upward pressure from within their own service. They are still
%?ing to retain the bias of the Air Force and the Marines or the

avy or Army because that was their life for mang, many years.
But they would have an objective view. If you had the opportunity;
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like I have, Mr. Ray, to recently visit with Gen. Maxwell Taylor, it
is obvious he has not lost touch. He still is very, very able and can
give very sound advice.

Mr. Ray. Mr. Chairman, one more minute?

Mr. NicnoLs. Yes, sir.

Mr. Ray. How many additional four-star officers would be re-
quired for the National Military Council under your plan?

Mr. SkeLTON. You actually have very few additional officers be-
cause many of those that were appointed would retain a fourstar
rank or if a three-star were appointed he would of course be pro-
moted to four-star. At best, you would need five slots for these
geoFle, because th? would be in addition to the old slots allowed

y law. They should have that mili rank. With the discretion of
the President you can have one civilian. Would it not be fine to
have someone gke Melvin Laird, someone of his caliber, not a four-
star general but someone of his intellect, as that civilian member?

Mr. Ray. There is a move to reduce general officers. I wondered
if you think Co is likely to approve any more of those slots.

r. SKELTON. Well, I do not see where this is in conflict with the
idea of reducing the number of star ranks. What you are doing, you
have right now one person doing two jobs, two four-star jobs, which
is really a conflict and the reual problem. To solve this conflict you
are going to have the joint military council I described, put in the
legislation over here, and of course they are going to have the
proper rank. I do not think that is in conflict with cutting down
the service number of stars.

Mr. Ray. Thank you, Mr. Skelion.

Thank you, Mr. Chai .

Mr. NicHoLs. I want to pursue this a little bit with Mr. Skelton.

You are proposing a National Military Council, made up of five
members plus one civilian member.

Mr. SKkELTON. That is correct.

Mr. NicHoLs. What would be the length of their term?

Mr. SkeLTON. They will be staggered. It would be 3 years in dura-
tion. However, they would be staggered at the beginning so that
they would be turning over every year.

Mr. NicHoLs. You mentioned some extremely prestigious names
here. You suggested General Meyer, General Batrow, who shortly
is to retire, excellent people. I could add any number, Tom Moorer,
and go on from there. Let me remind the gentleman, though, it
would seem to me that these people would te apt to carry those
same biases that perhaps I have for the Army because I served in
the Army, and some’. nes I have to examine myself on the other
branches of services to see that I treat them fairly.

Would you not expect those same biases to be present that you
seem to be critical about in the current system?

Mr. SkeLTON. You would ex them to have their service
biases. Once a marine, | am told, always a marine. This is fine.
And they would understand the way marines work and the think-
ing of marines, but tZgg would not Kave the upward pressure from
the staff that we n this weapon system, you cannot let the
Army steal that program from us, things like that. They would be
in a position to be more objective but still retain, and fortunately
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8o, the biases with which they live for so many years. I think that
is a good thing.

Mr. Niczors. Your suggestion has a good ring to it, but there are
questions I have to ask you. Once a four-star retires, then he be-
comes a member of the old guard, so to speak, and you have a new
crowd in, new ideas, new viewpoints and so forth. You recall the
testimony received from the former Secretary of Defense before the
full committee just a few days ago. This gentleman, for all of his
expertise 16 years ago, has been out of pccket 16 years, out of the
mainstream. The question was asked the gentleman, as you recall:
Have you been briefed recently? The response, I believe, No, he did
not need to be briefed. Is this the type of person that you visualize
would serve a real spot in trying to rectify some of the things that
are of concern to both of us?

Mr. SkeLTON. I would first say I disagree with a number of his
decisions some 16 years ago. Second, it would be the duty and the
opportunily for anyone servin%on this Joint Military Council, Mr.
Chairman, to be briefed, to be brought up to date with modern pro-
posais. That would be his job. He would not sit in an ivory tower
with his 1940 books. He would be thinking in today’s terms using
his vast years of experience in making recommendations.

Mr. NicHoirs. Now you bring these people back. You put them in
uniform. You would restore their stars for the term of office in
which they serve. You would need additional slots in order to do
that. The services traditionally bring requests before the Military
Personnel and Compensation Subcommittee, now chaired by the
gentlernan from Wisconsin, for additional general officers. You
were not in the Congress when this last came to the floor, but I can
tell you the persuasion of Congress has not been very sympathetic
toward providing additional general officer and admiral slots. It is
always brought to the attention of the Congress that currently we
have more admirals and we have more generals than we had
during the height of World War II; I believe the figure is around
1,175 or 1,200. What degree of optimism would you feel toward
Congress granting those additional slots, five four-star billets?

Mr. SkeLTON. I would not think there would be much trouble at
all given the fact this is going to end up making a more unified
operation and an opportunity to save money within the military. I
think, quite frankly, the people in the Congress could understand
the reason for what we are doing. We are providing a method
which in the long run will allow us to have a strong, adequate,
lean defense.

Mr. NichoLs. Well, we will need your help on the floor to help us

e that point.
r. SKELTON. Yes, sir, you have that.

Mr. NicHoLs. Mr. Lally.

Mr. LaLrLy. Thank you, Mr. Chairman.

Mr. Skelton, in our hearing iast year, any proposal for centraliza-
tion of military authority in one individual was generally opposed
by both active duty and retired military personnel. It was more fa-
vorably received by the civilian witness<s that we had.

The objection seemed to be that this would be a trend away from
the civilian control over the Department of Defense by centralizing
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in one individuai. What would your response to that criticism be,
Mr. Skelton?

Mr. SkeLToN. You would set timely, you would get straightfor-
ward undiluted advice. Would it not be absolutely fantastic to have
a Gen. John Vessey as that Chief of Staff being the one giving the
President and Secretary of Defense advice? I envision someone of
that caliber. I think it would work very, very well in that you
would have the advic2 coming quickly and timely without a debate,
and possibly cornpromise, before it got tc the advice stage.

Mr. LaLLy. The criticism, however, Mr. Skelton, is that, for ex-
ample, a General Vessey might not be thoroughly conversant with
carrier aviation or Air Force bombing missions. Would he be as
qualified as the current joint group to provide this information?

Mr. SkeLToN. I think that someone that reaches that plateau,
has had extensive joint training and experience, that an aircraft
carrier is nothing new to them. They have worked with the Navy
and other services in many ventures and I think it would be rela-
tively easy for someone of his caliber to be the Chief of Staff.

Mr. Lawry. Thank you, Mr. Skelton.

Thank you, Mr. Chairman.

Mr. NicHoLs. Mr. Barrett.

Mr. BARRETT. General Vessey contends in his statement, which
will be made later this morning, that the JCS is working well now,
that good people and cooperation is what is needed. You appear to
claim that the JCS is not working well now because it cannot
render meani advice on tough questions, like how to prioritize
the budget, or how to deal with slicing up the world in the unified
command plan, or how to deal with interservice matters, or issues
looking toward the future, like s . Also, you contend that, even
if we presently enjoy a variety of Camelot for this brief period with
the Chiefs all working in harmony, this is one pariicular JCS and
one administration, and we still have these long-recognized organi-
zational defects.

Is this a correct characterization of what you are saying, that we
may be in a period of a honeymoon, but it is not good even now?

Mr. SKELTON. You said that in such a way | woula like to say 1
wish I had said it. Quite honestly, we have an outstanding grou
now. They do as well as the system will allow them to do. I thin E
that given this same mp of outstanding military leaders, under a
different system, I think you would find an ability to pick and
choose between p , rather than coming to us with the entire
pnzframmatical wish list. I think that the present system is inher-
ently flawed because you cannot ask, regardless of how bright and
able they are, people to serve two masters. In eseence you are
asking too much. You are asking them to serve two masters.

In addition to that, let me point out an additional problem. You
now have from time to time a different Acting Chairman of the
Joint Chiefs. I think it is based on :Lﬂuarter of a year, is my recol-
lection. So, at any one time, you will have a person serving as a
service chief, at the same time serving as a member of the Joint
Chiefs of Staff, and also at the same time being Acting Chairman,
when the Chairman is indisposed. You are asking a t deal of a
human being. I think the very system itself is at fault, certainly
not the gentleman serving. We should be sc fortunate from here on
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out to have a guarantee of the caliber of the men that we have
now. Of course there is none.

Mr. BarrerT. Thank you.

No further questions.

Mr. NicHois. I thank the gentleman from Missouri for his testi-
mony, and I want to invite him to join the subcommittee as Gener-
al Vessey presents his testimony.

Mr. SkeLTON. Thank you.

Mr. NicHors. General Vessey, on behalf of the Investigations
Subcommittee, I want to welcome you and the other members of
tiie Joint Chiefs of Staff this morning: General Meyer, Chief of
Staff of the Army; General Barrow, Commandant of the Marine
Corps; Admiral Watkins, Chief of Naval Operations, and General
Gabriel, Chief of Staff of the Air Force.

It is seldom that our subcomniittee gets such a galaxy of stars
before us and we are indeed honored, sir.

We are certainly cognizant of the responsibilities that each of
you shoulders in the defense effort and we appreciate the time that
you have given us to appear here as a body today.

General, you have submitted a joint ctatement representing the
position of the entire Joint Chiefs of Staff. I am going to request
that you summarize that statement, if you will, and after you are
through, and before we have questions from members of the sub-
committee, I will ask that each member of the Joint Chiefs in turn
comment on his thinking about the current organization of the
JCS, any problems that you think could be improved, and generally
your views on how these problems can be solved.

General Vessey, you may proceed, sir, at this time.

STATEMENT OF GEN. JOHN W. VESSEY, JR,, USA, CHAIRMAN OF
THE JOINT CHIEFS OF STAFF, ACCOMPANIED BY: GEN. ROBERT
H. BARKOW, COMMANDANT OF THE MARINE CORPS; ADM.
JAMES D. WATKINS, CHIEF OF NAVAL OPERATIONS; GEN. ED-
WARD C. MEYER, CHIEF OF STAFF OF THE ARMY; AND GEN.
CHARLES A. GABRIEL, CHIEF OF STAFF OF THE AIR FORCE

Guuecral Viessey. Thank you very much, Mr. Chairman. Thank
yog for asking me and my colleagues to testify on this important
subject.

ou will recall that last year General Gabriel and Admiral Wat-
kins and I were asked shortly after we came into office to testify on
our views and we did. Last summer this body of Chiefs agreed that
we would undertake a review of our own organization. To be used
as the basis for that review, we used the duties that were outlined
in the law. We agreed on criteria that we would apply to the var-
ious proposals that had been made for change. I described those cri-
%ia to you last July, but I think it is worth repeating those here

ay.

The first was, Would the change improve the ability of this
Nation to go to war if we were forced to go to war?

Second was, Would the change provide the President and Secre-
tary of Defense better advice than the present system does, and
would that advice be timely? I also pointed out to you when we dis-
cussed this earlier that we agreed cn a definition for timeliness and
that was the Secretary of Defense and the President ought to have
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out to have a guarantee of the caliber of the men that we have
now. Of course there is none.

Mr. BarrerT. Thank you.

No further questions.

Mr. NicHois. I thank the gentleman from Missouri for his testi-
mony, and I want to invite him to join the subcommittee as Gener-
al Vessey presents his testimony.

Mr. SkeLTON. Thank you.

Mr. NicHors. General Vessey, on behalf of the Investigations
Subcommittee, I want to welcome you and the other members of
tiie Joint Chiefs of Staff this morning: General Meyer, Chief of
Staff of the Army; General Barrow, Commandant of the Marine
Corps; Admiral Watkins, Chief of Naval Operations, and General
Gabriel, Chief of Staff of the Air Force.

It is seldom that our subcomniittee gets such a galaxy of stars
before us and we are indeed honored, sir.

We are certainly cognizant of the responsibilities that each of
you shoulders in the defense effort and we appreciate the time that
you have given us to appear here as a body today.

General, you have submitted a joint ctatement representing the
position of the entire Joint Chiefs of Staff. I am going to request
that you summarize that statement, if you will, and after you are
through, and before we have questions from members of the sub-
committee, I will ask that each member of the Joint Chiefs in turn
comment on his thinking about the current organization of the
JCS, any problems that you think could be improved, and generally
your views on how these problems can be solved.

General Vessey, you may proceed, sir, at this time.

STATEMENT OF GEN. JOHN W. VESSEY, JR,, USA, CHAIRMAN OF
THE JOINT CHIEFS OF STAFF, ACCOMPANIED BY: GEN. ROBERT
H. BARKOW, COMMANDANT OF THE MARINE CORPS; ADM.
JAMES D. WATKINS, CHIEF OF NAVAL OPERATIONS; GEN. ED-
WARD C. MEYER, CHIEF OF STAFF OF THE ARMY; AND GEN.
CHARLES A. GABRIEL, CHIEF OF STAFF OF THE AIR FORCE

Guuecral Viessey. Thank you very much, Mr. Chairman. Thank
yog for asking me and my colleagues to testify on this important
subject.

ou will recall that last year General Gabriel and Admiral Wat-
kins and I were asked shortly after we came into office to testify on
our views and we did. Last summer this body of Chiefs agreed that
we would undertake a review of our own organization. To be used
as the basis for that review, we used the duties that were outlined
in the law. We agreed on criteria that we would apply to the var-
ious proposals that had been made for change. I described those cri-
%ia to you last July, but I think it is worth repeating those here

ay.

The first was, Would the change improve the ability of this
Nation to go to war if we were forced to go to war?

Second was, Would the change provide the President and Secre-
tary of Defense better advice than the present system does, and
would that advice be timely? I also pointed out to you when we dis-
cussed this earlier that we agreed cn a definition for timeliness and
that was the Secretary of Defense and the President ought to have
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military advice before they knew they needed it. If they did get it
that way, it was timely. :

The third criterion that we agreed on was, Would the change
better insure that the requirements of the commanders in chief of
the unified and specified commands were met? Those are the
people who would fight the Nation's battles. No one has proposed
changing that concept in the law.

The fourth criterion was, Would the change help the Nation allo-
cate the resources that it provides for national defense more wisely
and efficiently than the present system?

We also agreed, after discussing the matter with the Secretary of
Defense, to use a fifth criterion, and that is, Would the suggested
change maintain civilian control of the military?

As I said, we examined the duties outlined in section 141 of title
10, United Siates Code. Our examination of those duties confirmed
for us that they are, in fact, the right duties for the JCS.

We examined at the time the proposals that had been made by
General Jones for changes and proposals that had been. made by
others, including some that had n made by General Meyer, for
possible changes. We examined each one of those proposed changes
in light of the criteria that I outlined. We generally concluded that
the existing law gives us most of the latitude we need to improve
the effectiveness of our own operation. I would report to you that
we are working to do that now in cooperation with the Secretary of
Defense and commanders in the field. A

We believe that improvements are underway. Certainly we have
improved the personal communications among the JCS as a corpo-
rate body and with the President and Secretary of Defense. We are

lacing emg‘ll:asis on providing timely advice to the President and
gecre ere is increased participation by the commanders in
chief of the unified and specified commands in program and budget
decisions and we believe we are sharpening the focus of the JCS on
strategic advice.

As a gsrt of that, we :ﬁ-reed last summer to call in the command-
ers in chief of the unified and specified commands and ask each of
them to brief the Chiefs perscnally on his most demanding war
plan and concept of operation. As a result of that, we have set in
motion the mechanisms for imprcing the planning guidance te
those commanders.

We have taken measures to assure the continuity between the
Chairman and the JCS member who acts as the Chairman during
my absence by appointing one of our members to serve on a quar-
terly basis. That seems to have worked out reasonably well.

e have asked the service schools to emphasize joint planning
and operations in their training. We have taken it upon ourselves
to review the curricula of the joint colleges to assure that is in
effect. We have set in motion the mechanism for a new training

for officers serving on the Joint Staff.

One of the things that we learned in our review is that the objec-
tive of the exercise should be to make the key man in the defense
organization as effective as he can be. That key man is the Secre-

of Defense. The question is not one for the JCS by themselves.
It 18 a question of they function as advisors to the President and
Secretary of Defense.
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As I point out in the statement, in that respect we realized that
there are three key relationships. The first is the relationship with
the Chiefs as & body with the Secretary of Defense and the Presi-
dent. We approached the Secretary of Defense on this matter. As a
result of that, we, as a body, have met regularly with the President
in addition to my meetings with the President as the adviser to the
National Security Council.

The second relationship is the relationship among ourselves, the
Chiefs as a body. We recognize that each of the service chiefs has
responsibilities beyond his duties as a member of the Joint Chiefs
of Staff. He has to build forces that are to be fought by the com-
mnanders in chief of the unified and specified commands. But at the
same time, when he comes to the JCS, he has to come to the JCS
as a body, recognizing the particular duties that the JCS have to
perform. Each of them brings unique talents to that body because,
as a result of his other duties, he knows that particular service,
what it is capable of doing and what it needs.

The third relationship which I outlined in the statement is the
relationship among the Chiefs as a body and the commanders in
chief of the unified and specified commands.

We did conciude that some adjustments were needed to the law
and thcse are outlined in th¢ proposal that the Defense Depart-
ment has made. That is, we have snggested that there be flexibility
in the law that permits the Joint Staff to grow or contract as its
needs require. We have suggested that you lift the limit on the
nrraber of geople on the coint Staff. We have also suggested that
you make the law which sets the term of service for members of
the Joint Staff be the same as the law which sets the term of serv-
ice for officers on the Army and Air Staffs.

The last point was to place the Chairman by law in the chain of
command

The statement outlines some of the reasons for those changes
and we also outline in the statement some of the reasons why we
do not recommend some of the other changes that have been sug-
gested. I will be happy to answer questions about those.

Mr. Chairman, that is a summary of what the statement says
and I know you have read it. It is a very short statement. I don’t
think I need to add any more than that.

WRITTEN STATEMENT CF GEN. JoHN W. VEssgy, JR.

Mr. Chairman, members of the committee, thank you for asking me and my col-
leagues to return here to testify on the very important topic of improving the effec-
tivenees of the Joint Chiefs of Staff. You will recall that General Gabriel, Adniral
Watkirs and I presented our views on 28 July, roughly one month after we assumed
our duties. You may remewnber alsc that General Meyer and Genera! Barrow had
alreagg preceded us in their testimony. Since then, the Joint Chiefs of Staff have
studi ﬁmpoanls for improving the way the JCS contribute to national defense. I
would like to diascuss with you the conclusions we reached and to deecribe the
changes we have set in motion to imiprove the way we do our businees. The Chiefs
have asked me to report the findings of our review.

Early last summer, the Chiefs and i agreed that we would unaertake this review
of our organization and our way of carrying out our responsibililies. As a basis for
our review, we recognized that the effectiveneos of the JCS is a direct function of
the relationshipe the JCS maintain with the Secretary of Defense and the President,
with the ccmmanders of the unified and specified commands, and with each other.
Aocodr:l’ixtlhg:y. wrek decided to address the issues personally rather thar. have staff offi-
cers » work.
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We agreed on criteria we woull apply to all p for change. I described
these in some detail last July, but I want to repeat theni today:

Would the change improve our ability to wage war if\we're ever forced into one?
The ultimate test is the ability to transition from peace }o war and to fight the war
to a successful conclusion, should deterrence fail.

Would it provide the President and the Secretary oft Defense better and more
timely advice?

Would it better insure that the reqiirements of the co ders in the field, the
commanders in chief of the unified and specified commatds, are met? These com-
manders in chief, the “CINCs,” are the ones who will ute the war plans and
ﬁgglt the battles; and their needs were a key part of our review.

ould it improve the ability to allocate national security resources more wisely
and efficiently—helping the l{'esident and the Secretary dof Defense to meet their
difficult responsibility of getting the most security from our limited budget?

The Secretary of Defense asked us to add a fifth criterion.

Would the suggested changes maintain our national legady of civilian control of
the military? We added and used that criterion. \

As the starting point for our examination, we used the quties of the JCS pre-
scribed in section 141, title 10, United States Code. Qur examjnation of thoee dvties
outlined in the law confirmed for us that those are the co duties and responsi-
bilities for the JCS. Further, we concluded that the existing law gives us most of the
latitude we need to improve the effectiveness of our own operation. We are m:nr:l;:f
to do that now in coopertion with the Secretary of Defense and with the com -
ers in the field. We Leiieve imp:vements are underway. There js im personal
communication among the JC%, the President and the Secretary of Defense; we are
plagi;g emphasis on the timeliness of JCS advice to the Presiderit and the Sec
of ; there i8 increased participation by the CINCS of thé unified and speci-
fied commands in the program anc budget decisions; and we beli
in{vthe JC8 focus on strategic matters.

last summer to call in the commanders in chief 4f the unified and
sﬁﬂ' commands, asking each to brief us personally on his mogt demanding war
plan end his concept of operations. We learned a great deal and have set in motion
the mechanism for better planning guidance to those commanders) The CINCS have
become more active J)arucx ts in defense resource planning in global oper-
ational planning; and the Secretary of defense has asked that I, 4s the chairman,
become their spokesman of operational requirements. As a result, advice of the
CINCS has become increasingly influential in the development of jpint warfare re-
quirements and programs.

We have taken measure to assure continuity between ths chai and the JCS
member acting in my absence by assigning an acting chairman on a quarterl; basis.
_ Saervice schools continue to emphamz;#in’a planning and operationky; and, a train-
ing proa:m for officers of the Joint S is being prepared. Our system of colleges
under National Defense University is giving new attention to jdint strategies
and operations at theater and global levels.

In the conduct of our review, we learned something that probably|should have
been obvious from the start. The challenge for any “reorganizer” is to\enhance the
effectiveness of the Secretary of Defense. The Secretary of Defense is ﬁw key man
in the defense establishment; and, reform must fccus on improving howy he uses the
JC8, his military advisors, as a of the entire DOD organizat.on. We\dsetermined
that an important part of his eifectiveness depends on how well the JCB carry out
the duties preacribed for them in the law and on the effectiveness of three, interde-
pendent tionshipe:

The first relationship is that among the Chiefs and the Secretary of Defense and
the President, a relationship which stems {from duties specified in section 141, title
10, United States Code. in g::formanoe of these duties, we've developpd a close
working relationship with the Secretary and we consult regularly as a utr with
the President. The relationship between this particular group of Chiefs *n their
civilian superiors seems to me to :glgroac‘n what the law indicates it should pe.

The second relatioaship is the tionship among the Chiefs as a corporate body.
We must have trust and confidence in one another. Each service chief has nsi-
bilitiee as the senior uniformed officer of his own service, responsibilities diflerent
from those duties he gerforms as a member of the JCS. These clher dutiee uniquely
distinguish each Chief as best qualified to advise on the capabilities and limitations
of his service. The close relationshipe developed within this group of chiefs ensures
that this ex advice is heard.

The third relationship, which I addreesed earlier, is that among the Joint Chiefs
and an important group of nine—the commanders of the unified and specified com-

ve we are sharpen-



64

mands. The JCS as a body and the Chief of each of the services must ensure the

rements of the CINCs are heard and acted upon.

ese .clationships are fundamental elements in any consideration ok how we do
our business. JCS nization cannot be considered in isolation. The functions of
the JCS can only be considered in the light of the larger mechenism for \building
our defenses. In this respect, the effectiveness of the JCS is a function of\under-
standing and of mutual reepect within each of the relationshipe I outlined. The rela-
tionships must be tended by all the people involved.
- Nevertheleas, our review has led us to conclude that some adjustments of Depart-
ment of Defense organization and procedures are indicated—necessitating chaiges
in the law. This is g0 for a number of reasons. Past experience shows that military
advice on strategy, on force requirements, and on measures for the transition of our
defense re from peace to war can best be provided by the JCS. However, the
JCS need to improve our ability to provide the analimcal basis for military strategy;
force structuring; joint tactics, techniques, p ures and related training; d
joint logistics. Further, the staff working for the Joint Chiefs of Staff, the Joint
Staff, is not now best structured to assist the JCS on major decisions relating to
force requirements or to weapon system choices. Aocordiul:{;. the Joinut Staff needs
to be strengthened. Finally, in the interest of aligning our peacetime and wartime
functions, the law also should be amended to place the chairman in the chain of
command to the unified and i commands.

I would like to amrhfy on needed ¢ a8 contained in two basic recom-
mendations for new legislation made through Secretary of Defer:se and submit-
ted to both houses on 18 April:

First, we recommend that statutory restrictions on the size of the Joint Staff and
tenure of its officers be changed to augment and strengthen their support to the
Chiefs. The changes are necessary so that the size of the Joint Staff can be adjusted
when necessary to ensure it has the number of experienced officers needed to assist
the JCS and the Secretary of Defense in carrying out their assigned responsibilities.

Second, we recommend that 10 United States Code 124 be amended to place the
chairmnan in the formal chain of command. The chairman presides over the Joint
Chiefa of Staff: and he communicates, at the direction of the President or the Secre-
tary of Defense, orders to the commanders of the unified and specified commands.
The pro) legislation would make explicit the chairman’s functions as a link be-
tween Secretary of Defense and the unified and specified coramands, an ar-
rangement which already works well in practice.

In sum, the Joint Chiefs of Staff believe that these changes to the current organi-
zation are neceesary for a more effective JCS. Other proposals v:hich were advanced

for to the organization of the JCS were given a thorough examination by
the Chiefe. We have told the Secre of Defense that we believe that otker im-
provements can most probably be within the boundaries of existing legisla-

tion. And, we have recommended that we work together vo develop and test those

. We do not beliave it is necessary to specify that the r.nairman is the principal mil-
itary advisor. Tais is adequately ided in existirg law and the pro would
serve only to disrupt or confuse flow of advice from the other members of the
JCS. We helieve the chairman ¢oee not require a ‘all time, 4-star deputy chairman.
The »m of quarterly rotation of an acting chairman is working well. Similarly,
the JCS gave cercf! consideration to the conrept of a National cil of Senior
Military Advisors apart from the Chiefs of t'.e services, but we believed that the
proposals already outlined &r;)vide the opportunity for us to improve the military
advice to the Secretary of Defense. Nor'mitneceuaryorappm%r,i:tewrevisetbe
law to subordinate the Joint Staff specifically t¢ the chairman. chairman is al-
ready responsible for the management of the Joint Staff and its director on behalf
of the Joint Chiefs of StafY.

Mr. Chairman, the Joint Chiefs of Staff have completed the review of the various
propoeals to change the organization of the Joint Chiefs of Staff. Our recommenda-
tions, concurred in unanimous] all the Chiefs, have been submitted to the Con-
gea through the Secretary of Defense; and we recommend their approval. We will

glad to answer your questions.

Mr. Nicsors. Thank you, General.

Iet me pursue a question that is of concern to Mr. Skelton. You
indicated that the Joint Chiefs of Staff’s internal and external rela-
tionships are very harmonious at present. I would think that could
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well be the case, and should be the case, at a time when the de-
feuse budget is rising at a peacetime record rate.

I find myself wondering what would happen if circumstances
changed =ud gou hed to accept less than we talked about. Many
critics claim that the Joint Chiefs of Staff as a group has very little
influence on the budget because the members can't e on cuts
for their specific services. Since the Joint Chiefs of Staff cannot
make these decisions, then the civilian sector, the program analysis
and evaluation group and elsewhere, has to do this.

My question is, gven the current Joint Chiefs of Staff's very har-
monious relationship, could you gentlemen right now advise the
Congress as a body, and the President, where to cut the budget
from the administration’s 10 percent growth in the event that we
are going to have to accept something like 5 percent or there-
abouts?

I guess I am asking you, as a body, in the confines of your delib-
erations, I am not asking you if we are %loing to cut this one or the
other. But supposec we were to ask you that? Have you some sort of
document, somewhere in the confines of the Pentagon drawers,
that would assist this committee?

It is a tough question, General. Nobody likes the cut, but we are
faced with the dilemma that is pretty apparent, I think, and I just
have tc put that question to you, sir.

General Vessey. Let me give my part of the answer, then you
might want to ask the other Chiefs.

rtainly the Joint Chiefs in their deliberations as a body look at
the national strategy and look at force requirements for that na-
tional strategy. I think we have the best bit of advice on what the
risks are if those force requirements acen’t met.

We as a body can elso give general directions on where one
might have to cut, where one might cut with the least amount of
risk in the general sorts of the force structure.

But I think when it comes to cutting within that guidance, when
it comes to specific cuts, then we need the advice of the services
because they are the ones that are responsible for building forces
and thegolénow where the efficiencies come in making cuts.

As a body we can give general strategic advice on what the gen-
eral areas ought to be cut, and what general areas ought not to be
cut. Then, it seems to me the mechanism has to work with the
advice of the service chiefs looking at the individual budgets.

I would ask my colleagues.

Mr. NicHoLs. Before I seek responses from other members—the
concern has been voiced about the situation when we get the knife
out. And it is evident we are going to have to make some cuis. Ad-
miral Watkins has 30 years in the U.S. Navy. He doesn’t wani ¢
cut the carrier. General Barrow thinks there is nothing like the
Marine Corps, and the same way with General Gabriel and Gener-
al Meyer. There is a feeling that there are pressures within those
services. They are saying, don’t let them cut the Marine Corps,
Genelx":l. Be sure to save the B-1 and other planes, don't let them
cut that.

Could I have some comments from the members on that? That is
one of the concerns that has been expressed that 1eeds change.



66

Gerneral VEssgy. I would say that certainly those divided individ-
ual loyalties are there. But on the other hand, these are the senior
members of each of the services and they understand what the
services are for. So I would ask each of the Chiefs to comment.

General MEYER. My comment would be that to date we haven’t
been able to do that prioritization among services very well. Some
of the steps that are being proposed here would give us an im-
proved capability to do that.

There are always internal pressures that you have as a service
chief—to respond to your soldiers, civilians, and families—that you
are taking into account when you sit as a member of the JCS. In
an attempt to put those aside, you lock at the things in the broader
issue, but even as a JCS member, you alsc have a responsibility to
the soldier.

General GaABrieL. Wlrat General Meyer was talking about is
something all the Chiefs have been firmly in suppert of and that is
quality of life of our people. We put that, a# you know, No. 1 in all

cases.

Beyond that, as the Chairman says, we give the strategic guid-
ance on where to spend the moneys and that is a national priority
that we set. Like this year, of course, strategic offensive forces, and
readiness sustainability, mobility, force structure, and whatnot are
in that rack up. That is not saying you fill every bin before yor: get
down to the bottom. You can’t do that, as you know. Then 1t is up
to the services to fill in each of those requirements as they can best
do it with the budget that is given to them.

As General Meyer also says, we have, among the Chiefs, not done
very well over the years in resource management. I am sure there
is a way we might improve on that. We are seeking ways to im-
prove on that. But I think it can be done. Especially if the Chair-
man manages the change theg tY‘ropoe;e in the Joint Staff both in
gize and tenure of members of the staff and we get improvements
in the training and whatnot that we are doing with the Joint Staff.
I think we can improve the cooperation that we have to have to
manage in order to be more responsive in resource mansgement.

Admiral WaTkiNS. Mr. Chairman, I think that the changes have
taken place already in the last 2 years have been significant. I can
say that with some knowle$e since I was formerly a part of the
Joint Chiefs of Staff as the Vice Chief of Naval Operations. I think
the system has begun to change in a dramatic waﬂ.‘3

The Chairman now sits as a member of the Defense Resources
Board. That was not always the case. He exercises a high dﬁree of
participation today, with the service chiefs acting in an advisory
capacity to him during those deliberations. They are significant de-
liberations. Also present at the Defense Resources Board that
makes these decisions balance between the services are the unified
and specified commanders who are called in to make their presen-
tation, a very thorough presentation.

Obviously, their interests are the fighting forces they have today
and in insuring they have the requisite deterrent strength.

The unified commanders have been persuasive and compelling in
placing near-term readiness, sustainability, and command and con-
troi at the very highest priorities of the Defense program. They
have made ar. impact.
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We agreed, as the of the Joint Chiefs of Staff, with the
changes being recornmended. They are modest by legislative stand-
ards. But they are significant internally in better defining the rela-
tionship between the Office of the Secretary of Defense and the
Joint Chiefs of Staff.

Internal changes will strengthen further the involvement of the
Joint Chiefs of Staff in the allocation process. We have just partici-
pated, for example, in the development of the budget for next year.
The participation of each JCS member in the individual service's
presentation of their planned budgets to the Secretary of Defense
provided the ability to comment and the ability to émt it all togeth-
er as a total force package for the Joint Chiefs of Staff to consider.
We have specifically looked at all croes-service programs and as-
sured they are properiy funded. That was not the procedure in the
past. The involvement of the Joint Chiefs in resource allocation is
much more significant than I have ever seen it.

The JCS need more tools and that is what is being recommended
by this body. That ic an internal device that is necessary that has
not been there in the past.

So I feel very strongly that we are moving rapidly in the right
direction and that we will be increasingly able as a body in the
future. With the kinds of improvements that are being recommend-
ed we are able to sit in judgment on the total force that the unified
and specified commanders need both for deterrence and war fight-
ing. I believe we can turn our hats around without conflict of inter-
est and do both of those tasks.

We can also make recommendations to the Secretary of Defense
when he asks us to insure that the kinds of cuts that perhaps will
be forced upon us can best be accommodated. We obviously can
make recommendations on the best balance. I believe that we will
look very critically, very objectively across-the-board at all the pro
grams to make determinations of the kinds of things that we rou-
tinely have to face when we have budget cuts from Capitol Hill. I
gxg?k we can put those ir the best perspective for the gecretary of

ense.

So I don’t believe we are that far from achieving our goals, and I
think that with some modest changes we can improvc even further
on our ability to participate in both training and equipping the
forces as well as insure that the proper mix of all the services is in
balance to cerry out the nstional objectives. ’

General Vessey. Before General ﬁatrrow testifies, after the Chief
of Naval Operations n.ade that statement, I would just recall for
you an incident that occurred in the JCS meeting the other day
where we were reviewing the programs for this uext year. I pointad
out to the Chief of Naval rations that he constructed his pro-
gram in this fashion, but I believed that as the representative of
the operational comraanders I couldn’t sup&xzrt this particular
thing :hat he had done to his program. The Chief of Naval Oper-
ations said, ‘I understand that.” And he said, “As a member of the
Joint Chiefs of Staff, I don't believe I can support it either.” But he
said, “You need to know that as Chief of Naval Operations I put it
together for this particular reason.” So that sort of thing we see
and those are the dichoiomies that these people have to face.
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I would paint out also that the Chief of Staff of the Army and

Chief of Staff of the Air Force put their together this last

ear with each one sitting in on the otge 8 program construction
or next year.

So the possibilities are there.

General BaArrow. There is not much I can add. I am in general
agreement with what has been said.

I think we should keep the JCS involvement in resource alloca-
tion at a macro level as the Chairman indicated when he spoke
about guidance and that sort of thing, as opposed to getting us in-
volved in too much detail.

Mr. Nicaoirs. Mr. Ray.

Mr. Ray. Thank you very much.

Thank you, gentlemen. This morning we are glad to have you
before the subcommittee.

General Vessey, last year both General Jones and General Meyer
indicated there was insufficient time for the chiefs to do a good job
as chief of a service and as a member of the Joint Chiefs of Staff.
They maintained that each nsibility is a full-time job.

Now, in your statements, I believe on page 4, you reject estab-
lishing a Deputy Chairman and you favor a sm;n of rotating this
duty among the current chieis on a quarterly basis.

y question is, How can the chief serving as your deputy, who is
already overburdened and doi.ni]a ood job, how can he perform an
additional full-time job thoroughly for 3 months of the year?

General VEssgy. Well, I guess the chiefs themselves would be
better able to enswer that question, but it is part of their duties in
the luw to serve as members of the Joint Chiefs of Staff. And cer-
tainly, of course, during the 3 months of the year that I ask them
to serve as Acting Chairman, they must keep up to speed with the
things that I do as Chairman. It requires extra effort on their part.
And it is full-time work. There is no question about that. These
people have long hours and a lot to do, and this does, in fact, add
extra hours to that job of theirs.

At the same time, I wwld say it has been mgeexperience that
working that way has made them better members of the Joint
Chiefs of Staff because they have gotten irto the other end of the
decisionmaking. I would ask the chiefs to comment cun that because
thgy c'z’m tell you better on the time business.

im?

Admiral WATKINS. I was assigned first as the Acting Chairman
in the absence of the Chairman of the Joint Chiefs of Staff upon
taking the job of Chief of Naval rations. Because I had had 2
years of prior duty in the Joint Staff, I had a good solid feeling for
the staff. But I had no real feeling for the magnitude of the task.
Being adviser to the President at the National Security Council
meetings and the like on a broad range of subjects was indeed a
heavy new task for me.

On the other hand, I found that putting in the extra time—
spending the time down in the Joint Staff getting the joint hriefing,
getting up to sgeed on Central America and the Middle East issues,
many of which involved maritime strategy to which I had been
closely allied—was not that difficult for me. With the extra effort 1
found myself comfoitable with the Joint Staff effort. At the same
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time, I don't think I subverted my responsibility to the Navy be-
cause I feel that many of the Navy issues were really tied in with
my efforts in the Joint Staff.

So 1 felt it was not only important for me as a member of the
Joint Chiefs of Staff, } felt I contributed at the National Security
meetings and the like and did not feel ill-prepared in so doing.

I believe the same face going in the conference room for 3
months in the absence of Generai Vessey provides a very impor-
tant piece of continuity. Other participants can begin to relate to
you and you, in turn, can reflect the views of the Chairman and
the other Chiefs. I have participated in many conference calls
during those periods of time with the other Chiefs. We never do
anything without touching base with each other.

I was able to be Acting Chairman and carry out my purely Navy
functions. My observations have been that each one of us has been
put o the test, has done the job, and feels after it is all over that
we made a contribution. We were able to do both tasks and without
giving short shrift to either.

General Meyer. I had intended to make an opening statement
where I could put my views into perspective.

I would like to talk a little bit on the broader issue, if I may, Mr.
Chairman, because clearly I have been an advocate of major sur-
gery and major change within the JCS. I wrote about it in 3!’1‘
1982, in the Armed Forces Journal. I laid out what I considered to
be some of the flaws existing in the organization of the JCS.

It appears to me that the most important aspect of this issue, un-
derscored by the appearance of the Chiefs here as a corporate body
before you, is an agreement on the of the Chiefs, which they
have stated in their memo to the re of Deferse and the
President and in a discussion which General Vessey outlined that
the Chiefs believe that we need to do a better job of providing mili-
ta% advice to the President and the Secretary of Defense.

e all agree with that. To me that is the most important single
step and that was why, since this group of Chiefs was willing to
agree on a way to come up with a solution as to how to provide
better military advice, I was willing to join with them in a common
approach toward the solution.

I learned about accommodation after having watched Congress
?l?:rate around here for the past 8 years. So | learned somewhat

m you.

But I do want to say a few words about that because I do not
believe that changes to the JCS alone will do anything. I believe it
‘will do a little—] guess that is a better way to say it. It wil! im-
prove along the lines Admiral Watkins and General Vessey out-
lined—those kinds of things will take place. But if the de jure
senior military advisers are not, in fact, the senior military advis-
ers to the President and to the Secretary of Defense, and if either
of those two go elsewhere for military advice, then all the monka?
business you do in reorganizing the JCS will be for naught. The ad-
ministration propoeals that we have here, as tar as a change in the
law, I supgort., because they move us in the direction we need to go.
As we said in our memorandum to the Secretary of Defense, at thi
time we don’t feel we need to do more.
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We still have some pieces that are undone and those are the
pieces that relate to reviewing changes as to how we interface with
the Office of the Secretary of Defense [OSD]. That action, as Gener-
al Vessey outlined, is not completed at this instant. But that also
has to occur. But even that is not going to be enough unless—and
this is where I intend to stand on a soap box—we do something
about the basic way we do defense business, and that involves Con-
gress, the administration, OSD, the services, and the JCS.

Here I will be critical of Congress—not critical, merely obser-
vant. This year we had to appear before three separate committees
of Government working military hardware problems.

I happen to know most of you here so 1 have a pretty good feel-
ing for what your views are on the purpose for the armed forces.
But I will be candid. When I sit before the House Armed Services
Committee and look across the spectrum of views that are ex-
pressed up there, I will tell you that there are a lot of different
views on why we need arm.~>d forces and what their pu are.

So it is not surprising that we have such a difference of views on
how we ought to be going about doing our business, and the issues
of yearly budgets and no continuity of funding. Thcse types of
things im on the way we do business.

The JCS ch we have proposed, or these proposed by others,
are important. But urlese the elemental change is there—beyond
any body of senior military advisers or how this Chief provides
basic mi ita? advice—unless we make some changes in the basic
way in which we do defense business, then I am concerne< about
whether we are getting the most for the defense doilar.

What I would ask is that you judge the pro that we have
made as a corporate body today as one that this group of Chiefs
believes necessary to improve the development of military advice.

We also believe that we need to improve the way in which that
advice is entered into the system—thst is the Secretary of Defense,
President, and congressional system.

We all agree this pro will help and I agree that it will help
now and at this time. It may be necessary in the future to make
some additional changes, but I believe, as our memo said, that this
is the proper approach at this time.

I believe that little meaningful will happen if you just tinker
with the JCS. I think it is part of the whole system that must be
changed. I support these changes. I believe that as General Vessey
said in our combined statement on the last page there, in a para-
graph on page 9, that this will provide the (;pggrtunity for us to

unf)rove the military advice to the Secretary o fense.
think that is what this provides. We understand that it is only
a %n-t of the solution.
r. NicHoLs. Thank you, sir.
Mr. Britt.

Mr. Brrtt. General Vessey, when you met with the subcommittee
members in May, there was an indication that the JCS was initial-
ly split on whether a Deputy Chairman is needed.

General VEessiy. Well, l) think we discussed the issuc of the
Deputy Chairman at great length and we reooimzed that part of
the issue is do you have time enough to do all the things you have
to do. So, what we did is, as I told you then, we made the assump-
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tion that, all right, there would be a Deputy Chairman. Now let's
sit down and write the duties of the Deputy Chairman, recognizing
what the duties of the JCS are under law in relationship with the
commanders in chief of the unified and specified commands and
with the Secretary of Defense and President. We agreed we would
try to write the dutics of the Deputy Chairman, and where he sits
in this hierarchy of thinfs, and what he is to do.

Well, as a bcay we all tried to do that and we couldn’t come up
with satisfactory answers. As a result, we concluded that we were
better off without a Deputy Chairman. The Chairman had to work
hard and we would have to do without a deputy.

Mr. BritT. The Senior Strategy Advisory Board was included in
last year’s bill. What are the objections to such an approach?

General Vessey. Weli, it obviously has some value, and to a cer-
tain extent it probably has great value. On the other hand, the
strategic advice for the United States is how to use the forces we
have, or how to build the forces we should have, to do the things
that the Nation needs to do. Here, in this group of four service
chiefs you have the heads of the four services, you have the ple
who know more about those services than anybody else. We con-
clude that, yes, it takes a lot of time. In wartime this body would
probably have to devote aimost full time to the strategic direction
of the war. The buildinéhflmd maintaining of the forces would have
to be done by the Vice Chiefs of Staff, perhaps with more authoriz
and a little more assistance. However, in peacetime these Chie
concluded that with difficulty they could do the job, and they bring
unique talents to that job of providing the strategic advice.

e Chiefs might want to add something to taat.

Mr. Brrrr. No ferther questions.

Mr. NicHois. Let me pursue that just a little with you. The gen-
tleman from Missouri, a very able member of our committee, and
very much interested in this issue, is suggesting this advisory com-
mittee; and he invisions that on that committee would be five mili-
tary officers plus one civilian. They would be perhaps former
Chiefs of Staff; perhaps you might cal! General Barrow away from
his fishing hole down in Louisiana.
¢ Mttl'; SkELTON. You will recall I nominated two retiring members
or that.

Mr. NicHois. That has a good ring to it. I can think of any
number of retired people who still are quite active in following the
military and the defense posture and often times are outspoken in
their viewpoints. I have some concern over the additional slots that
would be needed. We would have to go to Congress and ask for
those slots.

I have another concern because when a man retires, there is an
old saying that “‘a setting sun throws off very little heat.” I am just
wonderirg if it would not be probable that these advisory members
of the board, with al! of their expertise and knowledge and well
wishing, would not be sort of looked at as the over-the-hill gang in
many respects, despite their input and the knowledge they might

ve.

How would you react to former Secretaries of Defense and
former Chairmen of the Joint Chiefs? They would be out to pas-
ture, say 4 or 5 or even 16 years, serving in an advisory capacity.
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Would you comment just briefly without calling any names or cast-

ln%::y wrath on an y?

eral Vessey. Well, I think that all of those people probably
have advice and wisdom to lend. I want to tell you that we have no
reluctance to call on former chiefs or former commanders in chief
of unified and specified commands for advice on either general or
specific subjects. So, we can and do do that now.

Mr. NicHois. In practice do you frequently do this?

General Vessgy. Well, it all depends on what you call frequently,
but certainly it is not uncon;mon tli do it. Fo:egxﬁ?éplg_i we are é:eet-
ing out a training program for newly appoin officers and we
tasked three former senior field commanders, commanders in chief,
to assist us in this evaluation of that program. After the rescue at-
tempt in Iran, the Joint Chiefs at that time called on former chiefs
and commanders in chief to evaluate that particular program and
to give them advice on it. So, it is not an uncommon thing to do.
The Defense Science Board frequently asks former chiefs or com-
manders i= chief of—

Mr. NicHoLs. The Scowcroft Commission would be a very fine ex-
ample of that.

neral VEssey. A mexam le.

Mr. Nicrows. The ident 1 believe has recreated that or ex-
tended that tour.

General VEssky. Yes, sir.

Admiral Warkins. Well, I certainly agree that advisory boards
are important. I have had one, as had my predecessors for 11 to 12
years, called the CNO Advisory Panel. This executive group is
mixed with bipartisan representatives, civilian and military. Adrai-
ral Inman, for example, is a member, a very valuable member of
that committee.

In addition we meet annually with all the prior Chiefs of Naval
Operations. We present them with the latest Soviet threat, the
analyses we have conducted, our strategy, our maritime strategy,
how it plays with, say, the war in Central Europe or defense of the
United States, the Western Pacific, and the like. We then meet
with the unified commanders and decide whether or not we should
influence the maritime strategy out in the field. We have talked to
General Rogers in Europe to show how the maritime strategy in
the Northern Atlantic can help the outcome of the war in Central
Europe. We are getting advice from as many geople as we can.

In the Defense Science Board, Admiral Kidd was one of the mem-
bers. General Blanchard, who had headed the Army in Europe, war
another. So we do seek their advice.

I know when the report came out on the aborted hostage rescue
that it made a recommen-i4tion that when we had a complex oper-
ation of this type in the future, that an advisory panel be brought
in. These panels are not statutory in nature. I think when you go
to statutory panels you have a different ball e. Then you have
a committee. But can a committee have the full responsibility and
accountability for a decision?

Who are on the committees? We genuinely tried to understand
how to make the group of 10 advisers that were proposed in the
prior co ional bill work by saying, How do you pick these in-
dividuals? How do ycu avoid politicization of that group? How do
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you insure that the advice you are getting is not going to be any
more costly, when coupled with the realities of the forces that we
have to train and equip, than we have today.

Our feeling aﬁgl;n was that it was very difficult t» find such an
objective, free-thinking, and up-to-speed panel of individuals who
knew the current force levels and knew their readiness ure and
the like. The further you get away from that the further you get
into the outmoded data base, and we have too raany around today
using old data, making recommendations on strategies that are
outdated. .

In my opinion that is where we begin to lose contact with the
advisory boards—when they have statutory rather than advisory
authority. So I believe it a mistake to go into that kind of assem-
blage of individuals, with responsibilities to the Congress and the
President, who are going to get further and further away from the
realities of service readiness, sustainability, and ability to fight the
war as time goes on. We are going to have to keep them l:,p to
speed. I think it is layering and diluting the authorities and re-
sponsibilities the JCS now have under the law and which I think
are ample to meet future requirements.

Mr. NicHoLS. Anyone else?

General Mever. I have something to say, since you have obvious-
ly indicated 1 throw off no heat because my sun is setting, so I
would start out by not trying to throw off heat.

It seems to me that there are two absolutes as far as any strate-
gic advisory board is concerned. One is that whatever board it is, it
must come under the Chairman of the Joint Chiefs of Staff. There
can only be one senior military adviser to the President and to
others. It seems to me that however you organize it, you need one
senior leader who is charged with providing military advice. That
to me is one of the absolutes.

There is an area in which I would take a bit of exception to what
Admiral Watkins says, and that is the transition to war and the
wartime role of strategic advice. The guesiicni is whether or not,
under those sets of circumstances, it will be necessary to establish
a strategic advisory group vihich could spend the bulk of their time
working on the prosecution of the war, with somebody else running
the departments. .

It could work either way. I would merely say that you will need
in wartime the most senior, brilliant strategists you have operating
full time on strategy. How you go about doing cthat—whether it is
this body sitting there doing it or some other body—is something
that has to be clearly determined.

General GagrigL. If I could comment on the last remark made by
(seneral Meyer. Today we intend to do that in mv mind by the
Chiefs concentrating ca the wartime mission, obviously, and the
Vice Chiefs will fill in the service responsibilities. That ties in with
what I wanted to say earlier about being the Acting Chairman. 1
had some reservation about that in the beginning and, as General
Vessey said, we discussed the values of the Deputy Chairman.
There are some good arguments for it. But after having been in it
now these 3 mouths, it has been most beneficial to me and it is like
wartime in the sense that General O'Malley hes filled in a great
deal as the Vice Chief. He is running the service and I am keeping
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up to speed as well as I can on what the Chairman has to dc. It has
been most revealing to me and a great education to be exposed to
the JCS and what goes on over there at those levels with the Presi-
dent and meeting with the Secretary of Defense, one on one, fre-

quently.

So, lydo believe what. I say about the wartime mode of operation.
I do believe that will work if we concentrate on our wartime re-
sponsibilities and have the Vice Chiefs, who have been doing this
for us in the main—that is what they do is run the staff and help
you run the service—fill in more directly in that role.

Mr. NicHoLS. Anyone els2?

Mr. Ray. General Vessey, on page 8 in your testimony, you men-
tioned several times that needed improvements cannot be made in
the Pentagon. This of itself in my mind would tend to confirm that
the testimony last year that indicated serious problems exist is cor-
rect.

Now, I have tried to read back through some of the testimony,
just glencing at some of the problems that have been identified
which still exist today. In your mind does this mean that maybe
these problems cannot be solved internally, or are we %oing to have
to resort eventually to legislation to deal with some cf them to get
them handled?

General Vessey. Well, I think, as General Meyer said, when we
went through this exercise of examining our own duties and the
way we carried out our job, we came to the conclusion that the ob-
jective of the exercise was to make the Secretary of Defense—when
you look at what his duties are in the law, and where he sits in
relationship to the President and what happens o defense in this
country—that the objective of the exercise is to make the Secretary
of Defense as effective as we can possibly make him. That requires
the right relationship between and among the Joint Chiefs and be-
tween them and the Secretary of Defense and the Secretary’s civil-
ian staff, the Office of the Secretary of Defense. Certainly the Sec-
retary of Defense then is the agent of the Y’resident in commanding
the operating forces.

Can it be done without changes in the law? As we said, we be-
lieve that with these changes in the law we have a good chance of
doing what needs to be done. But as General Meyer said, we all
recognized that there are some changes that n {5 be made in
the way we do defense business. Some of those changes might well
ggebeyond the Defense Department, such as the things that have

n suggested, multiyear budgets and such things as that, with
the work that you people have to do. We have set out with the Sec-
retary of Defense to work out the relationships among us, the Sec-
retary and his civilian staff, to get the most efficiency cut of that
relationship.

Now, can you change that, can you dc anything by changing the
law? Well, I guess you can write “Do good work” in the law and
then if people don’t do good work, make it punitive or somet‘llxlliglg
like that. That might have some effect on it. These are very diffi-
cult problerns that we deal with. I would say change the law as has
been propsed and then we have a good chance of marching on to
make the other changes that need to be made.
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We don’t want to try to lead you to believe that only those
changes in the law are all the changes that need to be made. We
need to make some changes and we are making some changes in
the way we do our business as a body, and the way we do our busi-
ness with the Secretary of Defense and his civilian staff.

Mr. Ray. Thank you.

I read in last year’s testimony, although I was not on the com-
mittee, that an overwhelming majority of the witnesses testified to
the problems that were existing. It seems to me that your Eropoeal‘
for correcting some of these is rather modest. Do you think that is
;oa%lly going to do the job—the proposal that you have recommend-

General Vessegy. Yes, we think that pro , plus the other
changes that we see that need to be e; that i3, those are
changes that we believe do not require changes to the law. But we
believe that both sets of changes need to be made, not just the
changes in the law. We need to improve in all facets of it and we
are working at that now. We think we see some progress. We have
a longer waato go.

Mr. Ray. Well, thank you.

That is all the questiors I have.

Mr. NicHois. Mr. Britt.

Mr. Brirr. Thank you, Mr. Chairman.

My understanding is that something like a fourth of the officers
assigned to the Joint Staff have had previous joint experience.
Only a fraction of those that receive the joint training have been
assigned to the joint positions. In my experience in the Reserves, |
find there is a lack of continuity. What would be your reaction to a
joint specialty in each service or some means of identifying bright,
cunning officers on a planned basis, giving them either a joint spe-
cialty or at least some of the interaction on a direct recurring
basis, so that at some point they would have this awareness of the
importance of the Joint Staff, or the joint decisions, and tius per-
haps create a multiservice viewpoint rather than th.e single-service
viewpoint?

General Vessgy. Well, what we have done is to propose a change

in the law which permits us to extend the terms of service on tie
Joint Staff. The other changes that we can make are interna
changes. First is the attention of these four service chiefs to provid-
ing high quality officers to the Joint Staff and to joint duty. They
have all pledged to do that. I think that is underway.
There are some administrative things we have under way now.
The services have agreed to a common system for identifying
people who have had joint experience so that information is readily
avallable to us. We can get a better look at the overall experience
that might be available to fill a given job.

I would ask the Chiefs if they would like to respond.

General GaBRIEL. I would like to comment on the quality of our
feople in the Joint Staff, just speaking primarily for the Air Force.

think some have maligned the quality there. It is much better
than you think. The Air Force people on the Joint Staff have a
much higher special rate of promotion at all ranks than the Air
Force average. We have five four-stars in the Air Force today who
either served on the Joint Staff or assisted in the Chairman’s
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grou?. I don’t think we need to make any apolog s about the qual-
ity of the people that we are sending down there.

I am not saying they cannot be improved Wwith Joint Staff train-
ing. The Chairman talked about service schools as well as the cap-
stone course we are Vngmg to the Eeople that might be coming into
the joint business. We do track them. By the way, Air Force per-
sonnel keeps a handle on the people who have joint experi-
ence.

Mr. BritT. General, I certainly wouldn't want my question to be
perceived as saying there is anything less than the finest quality
there. It really goes to the other side of that, given the importance
of this and given the fact that there is a learning curve and a
learning to work together and think ther on a unified basis. If
we had perhaps a joint ialty, if we had some sort of framework
within which we identi the officers in all services, and gave
them exposure and expected that they might have multiple tours
of duty, serving together and maybe even exf)anding contacts
among their counterparts, it might be useful. I am not talking
about the lieutenant level but at the really senior level. A joint
specialty, some type of formatted plan, would give experience not
just to exceptional individuals but to other individuals who had ex-
perience working ther in a unified command who have had
specific training in their career pattern itself and anticipate that
they will be working in some type of joint command.

neral VEssgy. We are doing that in these areas that I pointed
out. But I want to tell you that as we bring officers from the four
services to the Joint Staff the most important talent that they can
bring to the Joint Staff is being good officers in their own service.
When I want people down there, if I want airmen 1 want the best
airmen he can provide, I want the best combat soldiers he could
provide, the best marines, the best Navy people, who know their
own service thoroughly. But they also have to bring that extra ca-
pability, the ability to work togeti.:r, to look toward the unified

So I am against creating a corps of joint paper pushers that don’t
have the right contact with the fighting element of their own serv-
ice.

Some of the other Chiefs might want to add something.

General BArRrow. You don’t want to do that, Mr. Britt. You dgn't
want to take away the reality of warfare by having specialists,
cialists in the bureaucracy of joint activity and joint planning. You
have to have people who have had their judgment tempered by
some sort of operational experience.

Mr. Brirr. My question would not be whether we should set
aside sort of a corps of different units. These joint specialists would
have to be people from the service. But my point 18 to phase into
that joint progression I would have people with operational experi-
ence and who go back after joint assignment into their operational
specialities or general line-type service operations. But these people
would have had joint training and when they come to serve in the
joint command they would have had that joint experience in the
pas’,, perhaps, or special training.

General BaArrow. We frequently have that now. People do more
than one tour in joint work; sonetime at the unified command
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level, sometime in the Joint Staff over in the Pentagpon. All of it is
in the same ball park. _ '

Mr. Brrrr. 1 think the operational end is critical. Ylf you try to
have some kind of a small elite unit, I agree with you that would
be counterproductive. But I do think that recurring eWumw
curring experience and recurring training looking toward a unified
perspective—could be helpful to those who serve. ‘

No further questions.

Mr. NicHoLs. Mr. Skelton, your witness. X

Mr. SKELTON. I submit, Mr. Chairman, that the gentlemen before
us have made my case. One gentleman remarked thatithe Vice
Chiefs should run the services and these gentlemen should spend
time on joint activities.

Another remarked that during a transition to war, you need full-
time people with the most brilliant strategies.

Another, we need one senior milita?' leader.
adA.nother, it is not uncommon to call upon the retired ofticers for

vice.

Another, that we need to improve the military advice to the
President and Secretary of Defense.

Another, that there is concern about getting the most for the de-
fense dollar.

Another commented about not being satisfied with the way ‘that
we are doing business today.

Another, that better military advice to the President and Secre-
takynof Defense is needed.

other commented that in the future they will do better and
that there was confidence that we can in the future turn our }?glts
around without conflict of interest. ‘

I think, gentlemen, you have made my case. .

I will ask General Vessey: When this committee was wrestling
with the 6 percent figure that we had to wrestle with—of an in-
crease of only 6 percent as opposed to what the President recom-
mended—we found ourselves in a position of having to cut $10.5'
billion from the recommendation, was there a formal recommenda-
:igq frgm the five of you to us to tell us how to do this and give us

vice?

General VEessgy. No, there wasn’t a formal recommendation from
the five of us to tell you how to do that, and that is primarily be-
cause the budget that is sent up is the Presidential budget. We
make our recommendations to the Secretary of Defense who makes
his to the President, and the President sends the budget over here.

Mr. SkeLTON. Nevertheless, General, you all do testify in front of
us and those questions were put to you on how we could cut the
budget. Is that not correct? You see, you leave it up to a small
country lawyer like me to make the tough decisions. I take them
very seriously, Ceneral. And we did—this committee in line with
the budget that we had to live under, a 6-percent increase—we had
to cut $10.5 billion. Were you able to agree to make any recommen-
dations to us to assist us?

General Vessey. Well, I think, as we discussed earlier, if that
were a part of our duties, that we could agree on recommendations
to you ox:18 how to do that, but that is not part of the system as it
now stands.
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Mr. NicroLs. Would you yield?

Mr. SKELTON. Yes. '

Mr. NicuoLs. G2neral Vessey, the five of you at the table are the
senior military advisers to the President. y isn’t that your job?

General Vessgy. Well, Mr. Chairman, you know that when the
President sends a budget over here, he has spent a lot of time and
listened to the advice not only of his senior military advisers but to
the rest of his advisers on how that budget ought to be put togeth-
er. We come over here with understandable marching orders from
the President to defend that g:rticular budget.

Now, if the system is to changed to have us provide direct
advice to the committees on how that might be done, that is an-
other matter. But it is not part of the m now. We give you
facts and information but we come over here to defend the Presi-
dent’s budget as he put it together, as you well know.

Mr. SkeLTON. May I ask General Meyer about an article he
wrote for the Armed Forces Journal in April of 1982? General, you
pointed out the ve?' thing that I alluded to in my testimony. You
were not here, but 1 alluded to dual hatting; that is, doing two jobs.

Does that still stand as a matter of fact?

General MeYER. Yes, it does. As I pointed out, Mr. Skelton, I laid
out what my igm is for change in the article in April of 1982,
and that I believe that I have a requirement to work within the art
of the possible for what can and cannot be done. In working with
my peers here, as I said, it seems to me that the most important
issue that is raised is that everyone here believes we n to im-
provgdthe quality and the timeliness of the military advice that we
provide.

So I continue to project that out into the future. I have said that
at this time I believe that it is important that this be done. I will
go back to my main point. I would contend that as you address the
issue of 6 percent and a $10.5 billion cut, you are addressing the
broader issue and not reordering of the JgS. You are addressing
the issue of how we io about doing defense business. Reorganiza-
tion of the JCS is onY a segment of the problem and unless the
kinds of things General Vessey outlined here are effected. We don't
have any chance of getting improvement.

Mr. SkeLTON. Thank you.

Mr. NicHors. Mr. Lally.

Mr. Lawry. Thank you, Mr. Chairman.

General Vessey, prior to your testimony Mr. Skelton eloquently
supported his proposal for a Chief of Staff to the National Com-
mand Authorities who would be the sole principal military adviser
to the President and the Secretary of Defense.

I believe that General Meyer’s views on this pro 1 are known,
but I was wondering if we could have the views of the other mem-
bers of the Joint Chiefs on that proposal.

General BArRrow. You can surely have mine.

I think it would be a mistake. I don't think any one man is capa-
ble of doing it. I think that the system we presently have, in which
we as service chiefs understand the services that we represent,
brings the best possible set of advice to this joint body.

Admiral WaTkinNs. We agree with General Barrow. When we
went through the very significant debate on MX, we spent almost
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50 sessions of the Joint Chiefs of Staff wrestling with a very diffi-
cult set of issues before the Presidential decision of last November.
We had a differing set of views, which isn’t bad in this town, and
we came up with a 3-to-2 vote which got a lot of publicity. It is un-
fortunate it did. In my opinion, it was an internal decision. We all
felttithat MX had to be fielded. It had to be fielded right away and
on time.

There was a question about the basing mode and we disagreed on
that. The Chairman encouraged constructive dissent in accordance
with the provisions of the existing law, and the Secretary of De-
fense encouraged that dissent to be expressed to the Presideat.
This Chairman of the Joint Chiefs gave a presentation before the
National Security Council that was reportec to have been one of
the finest ;f;resentations ever made over there by a Chairman of the
Joint Chiefs of Staff because he did put in the dissenting opinion of
every member explaining why we dissented and our rationale.

Now, in my opinion that provision of the law is adequate today,
and you will be better served by five people voting 3-to-2 than one
person with an assured yes vote.

o I;'Aalué ealy Gabﬁel'l hink taking the Chiefs f th

ne ABRIEL. I agree, I thin ing the Chiefs out of the
joint business will be a big mistake.

General MEYER. I believe there are two issues. I think that under
the current situation, what has been outlined is correct, but I must
remember there are legislative changes pro to make the
?hairman the principal military adviser to the Secretary of De-
‘ense.

Mr. LaLLy. General Vessey, you identified the quality and the
timeliness of advice as one of the criteria that you used in evaluat-
ing reorganization proposals. Have you been able to effect any
changes which would improve the timeliness and the quality of the
advice to the national command authorities?

General Vessey. Yes, I think we have and I think that is part of
our relationship with the President and the Secre of Defense.
That is, in times past, I am sure it has varied with different sets of
Chiefs. I know in my past service, either as Vice Chief of Staff or
Deputt'ly;efor Operations, there have been times when the Chiefs felt
that they weren’t asked f=r advice. This particular body here has
taken the view the President is going to get our advice whether he
asks for it or not, and I think that is the right thing, the right view
for the Joint Chiefs of Staff to have.

I don’t think you change that by any changes in the law. There
just needs to be that carefully tended relationship between and
emong the President and his mili advisers and he has to under-
stand he is going to get our advice. He doesn’t have to take it, cer-
tainly, but we need to understand that he needs our advice and we
need to get it to him on time on the impurtant national security
issues.

Mr. Lawry. In his testimony last yesr former Secretary Brown

inted out that he found, because of this lack of timeliness, that

e and the President had to resort to the civilian advisers. Has
there been any evidence of that during your tenure as cheirman?

General BARROW. Let me add to that %x:tion because I have
been there 4 years and 1 think we have n dancing around a
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very key issue here, sir, and that is that the JCS is very personal-
ity sensitive. There is no such thing as a JCS in perpetuity. It
changes every time the membership changes, and this particular
JCS is an effective, good JCS. I wxl{’ make the prediction that the
one that is going to be in existence on July 1, with my successor
and the successor to General Meyer, is going to be a good JCS. The
ey to all that is this fellow sitting here. [General Barrow motions
toward General Vessey.] What kind of leadership does he provide
to this body that makes things happen, that causes advice to be
time!;', that avoids trying to seek consensus or unanimity at all
coets?

The latter is an experience I had for 3 years over there, that we
must all speak with one voice. Well, that is great if you can, in
fact, at the outset be in agreement, because your position is obvi-
ously strong by the fact that five of you agree. But if you have to
water down the disagreements so that you reach some common
level of assent, you have, in fact, produced pap and not in a timely
manner. That is history, and I really don’t lixe to talk about it.

But this fellow [General Vessey]yhas not given himself encugh
credit. He came in a year ago with clearcut objectives he wanted to
achieve, and one of them was obviously to enhance the timeliness
and the effectiveness of the advice we give to the Secretary of De-
fense and the President. In my judgment, that has been done. Can
it be done better? Of course it can. Anythin% that one does can be

done better. I personally like what we have. I predict on July 1 it is
going to be even better.

Mr. LawLy. Thank you.

Thank you, Mr. Chairman.

Mr. NicHoLs. Mr. Barrett.

Mr. BARRETT. Yes, sir.

I would like to return to General Meyer’s testimony of last year
because it certainly conflicts, I believe, with what he said today.

He cautioned the subcommittee last year that any c e we
adopt should do a number of things. One is that it must enhance
“the role of the chairman and permit him to take charge of what I
consider to be elemental internal discussions.”

He also said, “I don’t believe you can tinker with the issues any
longer; tinkering will not suffice.”

In his article in the Armed Forces Journal, he said that “General
Jones’ proposal clearl‘y moves us beyond the current system and
well along the path ot reform. Yet, even with adoption—a process
which will require some legislative action—an opportunity for fur-
ther building exists.” And he goes on and says, “First is the divided
lo;;leggy we currently demand of the Service Chiefs”’ that must be
ended.

Now, it seems to me that, with those sorts of past statements, to
come here and indicate four rather modest administration changes
wiil accomplish any part of his proposed reform is really a change
in one short yesr.

You said earlier, General Meyer, that the quality of military
advice must be improved. You said the things you propose in the
four items of the administration bill and the other changes that
will take place internally will improve military advice. ! dor't
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know if any one of them affects mili advice. I understand the
improvement in the chain of command but not in mili advice.

neral MeYEr. That is the reason I chimed in smiéﬁ y when
the Chief of Naval Operations made his comment, use the law
that we are proposing is proposing a legislative ch _which does
specify that the Chairman be the principal military advisor, is your
principal military advisor. ) )

I am sorry, excuse me, I am wrong. The Chairman is the repre-
sentative for the Chiefs in providing military advice along the lines
that had been outlined.

Is Meyer inconsistent with what he said last year? The answer is
yes. I have tried to explain why. Not because I don’t believe that at
some point in time we have gone in the direction in which I have
indicated, but rather I believe that this group of Chiets, as General
Barrow has outlined, has been able to come to frips with some of
these {)roblems. At this time, this provides a solution to the prob-
lem when you are trying to get political sug rt from a group this
far into an administration, where you woul ve to make any sort
of management changes.

I believe this system should have an opportunity to work. But I
believe that it has to draw with it the other aspect that I have
talked about, and that is how we work with the Defense Depart-
ment and how we work with what happens over in Congress. I
think that even to make al! of the changes in the radical way that
Meyer proposed would be ineffective if you don’t change the rest.

Mr. BarrerT. One followup question.

Representative Skelton this morning indicated that, even in this
era in which we have a smoothly oiled JCS working in conjunction
with the President and the Secretary of Defense, we still have
problems because you cannot act as a prin::lifxa.l military adviser in
resc irce allocation mutters. When General Vessey wae asked a
question on that esrlier, he ans™cied, Well, we give overall re-
quirements, but when it comes to cutting we turn to th- services.

Now, it seems to me that there is some conflict ther: with the
JCS role of principal military advisers when some of the most fun-
damental questions facing the country are, How do you cut the
budget and How do you allocate priorities, and your answer is that
you turn to each individual service. ’

How do you prioritize between the services?

General Vessgy. I think that you misconstrued my answer.

Mr. BARReTT. I am sorry.

General Vessey. The prioritization isn't between the services, it
is among the missions to be performed and how best to perform
those missions. The JCS can give that advice. When you get down
into taking “x"”’ number of doﬂars out of a given line item, and so
forth, what I don’t want to see happen is that moved to the JCS
and the Joint Staff because each of the services has experienced
staffs to take care of that detail.

So [ don't want you to believe that we cannot and should not
give sensible and cogent advice on what areas to pursue to make
those cuts.

Now, the details of line items and dollars are over in the comp-
troller in the service side of the house. Prioritization for resource
allocstion is a job that we all agreed has not been done well by the
Joint Chiefs in the past and we agreed that we would make great
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efforts to do better. I think we are in the process of doing that
right now as we examine the 1985 budget. This is the first impact
that we are going to have in our attempts to do better resource al-
location. We won't do it as well with the 1985 budget as we ought
to do it, but the impact that the JCS will have on the 1985 budget
will be a whale of a lot greater than it has been on budgets in the

t.

General Meyer. I believe we are headed in the right direction in
that area. I believe the Joint Staff needs additional help to do some
of the work. I think those things are on track, b t that is still a
requirement with which the Chiefs have to come to grips. This
group has begun to come to grips with it in a workman-like way.

Mr. SKeLTON. I think that we would be remiss if we didn't say a
special thanks to two gentlemen here, Gereral Meyer and General
Barrow. This is their last month ¢f Juty, I understand. 1 know ev-
eryone, not i!ust: this subcommittee but the Congress, owes you a

t deal of thanks for your dedication, straightforwardness, and
or doinﬁaa job. All I can say is we will think of you and we are
proud that we were able to work togetiier and serve during the
same watch.

Thank you.
Mr. Nicuors. All right, I am going to suggest that we leave the
record open for any questions that might be propounded.

{The following questions were submitted to the witnesses to be
answered for the record:]

Question. General Vessey's statement indicated that “the Secretary of Defense
has asked that I, as the irman, become their (the unified and specified com-
manders’) spokesman on operational requirements.”

a. Has the Secretary of Defense issued a new directive to that effect? If so, please
pruvide it for the record.

b. Does tk~ Chairman’s new role as spokesman for the unified and specified com-
mand«rs (CINCs; inc'ude the respensibility for providing military advice on oper-
ational requirements to the Secretary of Defense?

c. Will the Chairman be responsible for integrating the CINCs' operational re-
quirements and allocating priorities to them?

Answer. a. It was an oral directive given me by Mr. Weinberger vhen I assumed
my duties as Chairman. It is understood by all the CINCs, the members of the JCS,
and by tlic leadership in DoD; and it has worked very well over the year. This
directive is codified in part by our proposed legislation to place the irman in the
chain of command.

b. Providing military advice on operational matters is not a new responsibility
under Title 10 and is not affected by this directive.

¢. The Chairman, along with the JCS, is responsible for in ting the CINCs’
operational requirements and allocating far,i&rit"ea among the CINCs. We do this es
a part of the development of our war plans. Ve have a global strategy and it is
cntical we do a good job in integrating the operational requirements of each of the
CINCs into the whole and in assigning clear priorities for the allocation of scarce
resources—ships, planes, equipment, tr‘eosle. and so on. As [ said, we called in each
of the CINCs (rom the field to brief the JCS on his most demanding war plan. This
nas heiped us a great deal; and I'm confident we're getting better.

Question. General Vessey's statement lists five criteria which the Joint Chiefs of
Staff employed in examining each recommended change. Please explain how the cri-
tcria relate to each of the Administration pro Is.

dH_owowould the President and Secretary of Defense receive better and more timely
advice?

How would the requirements of commanders in the field be better met?

What improvements in the ability to allocate national security resources would
result from the Administration propoeals?

How would civilian control be maintained?

How would our ability to wage war be improved?
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Answer. First, it should be noted tkat our final criterion for change reads to
“maintain,” not “strengthen” civilian control.

We determined that many of the improvements either could be effected within
existing legislation or did not satisfactorily meet these criteria. Other improvements
which were neceasary required legislation and thoee are contained in the
allAdmmmth 'J(stion’s legislation—legislation which was pro bv and concurred in by

e .

The JCS recommended two changes to existing legislation which applied the crite-
ria as a road map. Changing the. statutory restriction on the size of the Joint Staff
and tenure of it - ficerw would allow for a larger staff. as needed, and a more expe-
rier. .ed staff to a.-‘st in providing better advice and to vrovide it more itious-
ly. Clearly, we must streamline efficiency of what we now have. But the fact of

matter is that we cannot produce the desired results in a timely way without
some flexibility in our personnel management. Also, placing the Chairman in the
chain of command serves in part to codify my role as spokesman for the CINCs as
well as to clarify the relationships of the CINCs to the Nationa! Command Authori-
ties. As the law now reads, there is no military officer in the chain of command
between the civilian leadership and the CINCs. In the event of war, the Secretary of
Defense would not be able to focus on the daily operational decisions he has to ad-
dress. We see where the Chairman would do most of that, referrix;&lthe larger mat-
ters, such as national strategy and policy, to our civilian leadership. Our change
gci)luld clarify this relationship and thus ease wartime transition should deterrence

Question. General Veesey's statement indicates that “improvements are under-
way” (pg. 2} and that the JCS believe “that other improvements can most probably
be e within the boundaries of existing legislation’ (pg. 8).

Pleanﬁstmdex&l:inthegmpedﬁcmmumthathanbeentakenormbeing
planned to im Joint Chiefs of Staff and Joint Staff.

Answer. As | said in the formal statement, our common goal is L0 provide the best
possible, timely military advice to the President and Secretary of Defense while at
the same time improving the effectiveness of our own operation. I have already out-
lined the new legislation that is ueeded, but we do not have tc wait for changes to
the law to initiate the other improvements which we recognized are recessary. In
concert with the Office of the Sgcmtan of Defense, the Services, and the Unified
and Specified Commands we are moving on these initiatives.

The first and foremost responsbility of the JCS is to “Prepare strategic plans and
provide for the strategic direction of the Armed Forces”.

-~To sharpen the JCS strategic focus, the individual CINCs have met with the
JCS on twenty-four occasions during the last to outline their concept of oper-
ations for the most demanding war p'ans. This represents more than twice the
number of CINC/JCS meetings held during the i)revious year. From these discus-
sions there emerged new guidance for the development of a global, warfighting
strategy which combines requirements, capabilities, and resources. To assist the Sec-
retary of Defense in coordinating this military stra with his overall policy, the
JCS are recommending that they take a more «ctive role in preparing those parts of
the Defense Guidance related to strategic guizsnce, threat assessment, force plan-

idance and resource planning guidance. ‘

wg must be transiated into plans and plans must be quickiy <. ‘cutable.
To this end, we have instituted an acrose-the-board effort to streamline and inte-
grate the planning process. Near term improvements include: a modulized, automat-
ed systen: for course of action development and execution planning; plans integrs-
tion for simultaneous execution; and acceleration of a streamlined joint deployment
system. In the longer term we are building a replacement for the current joint plan-
ning system. The new joint operati-:1s p ing and execution system will satisfy
the reeds of decisi ing to handle mobilization, deFl nt and employment in
deliberate and crisis situations and will acaist the Unilied and Specified Command-
ers in preparing their plans. The Joint Staff has taken the | in opening to the
CINGs the latest in moderr planning aids, such as gaming and simulations, which
have been developed within Services, Defense Agencies and military schools.

—Consistent with improvements in operations plenning, the JCS have assumed a
positive and direct rule in the critical area of strategic nuclear planning. This in-
volved a substantial emphasis on the capability to analyze and refine: damage crite-
ric; red-blue comparative asscssments; strate gic force and weapon projections; and
target base development. To discharge their responsibility for comprehensive advice
for nationa. cacisionmaking, the Chiefs have been personally involved in addreesi
the complex and complementary areas of force modernization, arms contro] an
strategic defense. Concurrently, the JCS participation in interagency deliberations
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and international negotiations has been str ned. To maintain the mamentum,
the JCS are recommending that they assume full burden of nuclear weapon em-
pl%:;ant planning for the Secretary of Defense. :
foundation of Jaint planning is joint doctrine. The success of our plans is di-
rectly proportionats to the ability to in te unique Service capabilities at the
int of decision. Recognizing this, the JCS have embarked on a series of activities
ﬁined to strengthen their influence on the development of joint doctrine. For ex-
ample, joint doctrine has been published for the conduct of special operations and
ychological operations. A system to profit from lessons learned in joint and com-
ined exercises has been initiated. The JCS, through the Joint Staff, have taken the
lead in evaluating joint doctrine for tactical information distribution, strategic and
tactical connectivity, electronic warfare, and plans review, to name but a few. Most
importantly, for the first time the "Jnified and Specified Commanders have been
ed to work on joint doctrine in such diverse areas as interdiction, second eche-
lon attack, theater air defense and sea lane defenge. This ensures those who com-
mand the forces have a direct say in how thay will be trained to fight.

Anothor responsibility of the JCS is to advise the National Command Authorities
on the establishment of unified .ommands in strategic areas. A revitalized global
strategy mandated a review of the Unified Command Plan. This has been do:ic and
recommendations have been forwarded to the Secretary of Defense to assign and
realign unified command areas of reepo:igibility in order to permit a better transi-
tion from peace to war and facilitate planning and execution of military operations
on a worldwide basis.

Early in our review it became apparent that the JCS needed to do a better job in
execut:ng their statutory responsibility to “Review the major material and femn-
nel requirements of the Armed Forces in accordance with strategic and logistic
plans.” There was a clear need for a more direct involvement in the programming
and bu rocess. Much has been done.

~—The CINCS now directly icipute with the JCS in assisting the Secrotary of
Defense in the pre tion of his aanual resource allocation guidance and review of
the Five Year Defense Program. The JCS have recently undertaken to advise the
Secretary on those programs and budget issues which have a major impect on US
aggregate warfighting capability or which result in major disconnects in cross-eerv-
ice programs. Further, as the irman of the Joint Chiefs of Staff, I am the uni-
formed spukesman for our Unified Commancars within the senior DoD resource al-
location decision b&;lg

—With over 20,000 military personnel serving in joint or unilateral assignments,
oversight of personnel requirements is an essential function. The JCS have insugu-
rated an enhanced inint manpower program and five year plan which togethor w=i;
form a long ncaded basis for decisions related to manpower allocation, validation,
and utilization.

~—More, of course, remains to be dona and we plan to continue along a course
which leads to a stronger JCS role in resource management. Areas such as wartime
medical planning, industrial and mobilization preparedness and logistic supportabil-
ity merit greater attention.

Military education and joint training are areas ir which there is room for im-
provement. The first stepe arc being taken. A training rmﬁnm for Joint Staff offi-
cers at the executive, management and action officer levels i being instituted. A
review of the curriculum of the joint. service schools is continuing. A course to edu-
cate newly selected flag and general officers in the joint procees has been inaugurat-
ed. A military educativa coordination council is in being. To address the overall re-
mibility for professional m:litary education we are in the process of preperir? a

ment which will clearly define the division of responsibilities between the JCS
and the Services and will promulgate joint policies.

Finally, as you are well aware, I am responsible for managing the Joint Staff on
behalf of the JCS. Sound, useful, timely military advice in large part depends upon
the effectiveness of the Joint Staff in mmﬂmg’ the JCS. I take this charter ve
seriously. The Joint Staff is comprised of working, dedicated professionals wi
whom I am proud to serve. As with any organization, however, there are improve-
ments which can and must be made.

—The quality and experience level of the individual staff officer needs to be in-
crensed. Measuree are being taken to accomplish this goal which I will detail in my
response to the last question.

—The Joint Staff needs to be more functionally organized to tetter support the
JCS in the discharge of their assigned responsibilities. This is h«ppening. A Man-
power and Personnel Dircctorate has been established to manoge joint military
manpower, overseas joint military education, and aseist in preparation of advice on
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thuemttem.AdedwatedommhnnhubeenutahlhhadwithinthaOpmﬂom
Dh'acmmmpmvidedimcﬁonandowrdghb the enhancement of operatiomal
planning and execution. As a first step in supporting a stronger JC8 role in the
and budget system, a small Resource Analysis Division has been
e are planning to d this ca ty as resources permit. I also believe it is
n_ecanagy to upgrade u Joint s ability to analyze joint warfighting capabili-

study. A number of organizational changes are being effected in the command, con-
trol and communications staff which look toward greater effectivenees in joint re-
quirements integration management, joint strategic connectivity, joint tactical com-
munications, joint satsllite communications, and worldwide military command and
control. Beyond these actions which are either completed or underway, I intend to
continue examining the entire Joint Staff organization with an eye toward achiev-
ing greater functional efficiency.

—Quality, training and organization are only as good as the way the staff goes
about doing its business. Improvements in timeliness and quality are the essential
objectives. The JCS have provided 60 percent more top-down guidance to the staff
this year than last. Top-down guidance reduces false starts and the time involved to
formalize JCS guidance and decisions. The quarterly Acting CJCS rotation system,
previously mentioned, -has also measurably assisted in the continuity of staff guid-
ance. Internal staffing procedures are being streamlined and all the coordination
procedures for joint actions are being reexamined. A state of the art interactive
office information system is programmed for introduction in fiscal year 1984. 'I'h:s.
combined with a planned, computerized document storage and retrieval system, will
propel the Joint Staff out of the mid-1960s into the late 1980s.

Question. The subcommittee was told last year that less than two percent of the
officers assigned to the Organization of the Joint C!nefo of Staff (OJCS) had had pre-
vious Joint Staff experience. M' eover, only 13 percent of middle GJCS offi-
cers and less Lhan 26 percent of the colonels and Navy captains joint schooling.
Finally, most OJCS officers were assigned directly from the field without training.

What has been or is being done to unptove the joint education and experience of
Joint Staff officers?

Answer. I want to say first that we have fine people on the Joint Staff now. And
they're working very hard and very well on tough problems. I also want to empha-
size that, although joint experience or joint training is important, the most critical
skill that officers bring with them to the Joint Staff is a thorough knowledge of
their own Services. We don't want a corps of professional paper pushers. We want
officers who bri expertise in their Service and can roll that knowledge in with
offizers of other Services for the good of the whole. The mid career Service achools
ell provide some training in joint matters; nevertheless, the experience profile of of-
ficers assigned to the Organization of the Joint Chiefs of Staff as of 15 July 1983 in
the aggregate was slightly below a desirable mix:

Percent
Previous Joint (DJCS or unified command).............cccocovevmrrnrieeeiereereeereecesennenes 18
Previous Joint and Service Staff..............o..o.ooemioriereiceerere e seite e essseseseaes 13
Previous Service Staff......... eeeetereniresrenenan 4
No previous Joint or Service Staff............... resessessesssseeisiestatebensesente st e s anesaatastranes 45

_ This experience profile reflects some degree of inexperience in joint matters, vary-
ing between Services—some higher, some lower. The Service Chiefs are aware of
tlns and are taking steps to correct any deficiencies which might exist. Within the
Joint Staff we are developing a Joint Staff Officer Training System to provide im-
proved advice to the Joint Chiefs of Staff by training newly assigned officers in the
jom vxotem and sharpening individual skills. We are examining a system to provide
ually-tailored, initial and follow-on instruction at three levels: Executive

(General/ F'lng)' Managenal (Division Chief); and Action Officer.

Mr. NicHoLs. It i the intent of the Chair to have at ieast one
more session on this subject. We have invited a former chairman of
the Joint Chiefs, Adm. Thomas Moorer, to testify, and we have in-
vited Gen. Maxwell Taylor to testify also. Then it would be the
intent of the chairman to try to have a markup and get this matter
resolved in some way, General Vessey.
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I want to for the entire subcommittee that we hate to lose
you, General Meyer and General Barrow; you have been great mili-
tary men; you have served your country ir a very fine way.

General Barrow, I was at Quantico over the weekend. Your ears
must have been burning. Those marines down there are very high
in your praise. We appreciate the frankness with which you have
ad the answers to our questions and I am certain that Gen.
P. X. Kelley is going to be a great commandant as well. This prob-
ahly will be the last time the two of you will come before the
Armed Services Committee, and I want to thank you orn the part of
this subcommitte. and the full committee for the contribution that
you have made to the defense posture of this country.

General BARrRow. Thank you.

General MeYEr. Thank you.

Mr. NicHois. If there are no further questions or comments, the
subcommittee will stand adjourned subject to the call of the Chair.

[(Whereupon, at 12 noon, the subcommittee was adjourned. sub-
ject to the call of the Chair.]



HouSsE oF REPRESENTATIVES,
CoMMITTEE ON ARMED SERVICES,
INVESTIGATIONS SUBCOMMITTEE,
Washington, D.C., Thursday, June 25, 1985.

The subcommittee met, pursuant to notice, at 10:30 a.m., in room
2212, Rayburn House Office Building, Hon. Bill Nichols (chairman of
the subcommittee) presiding.

Mr. NicHoLs. The subcommittee will come to order. ,

The Investigations Subcommittee resumes its inquiry into the or-
ganization of the Joint Chiefs of Staff.

We are indeed privil this morning to have as a witness one
of the most distinguished military figures in American history.

He is a native of Missouri. The Honorable Ike Skelton has asked
for the honor of introducing him, and at this time I recognize the
gentieman irom Missouri, Mr. Skelton.

Mr. SkeLTON. Thank you, Mr. Chairman

STATEMENT OF HON. IKE SKELTON, A REPRESENTATIVE FROM
MISSOURI

wdl\:r. SxeLTON. It is more than a pleasure to introduce the witness
y.

As you pointed out, he is a fellow Missourian, a great American,
who was born in Keatsville, Mo., in Sheridan County, and raised in
Kansas City, which is just not too far up the road from my home
town of Lexington.

He has had a very distinguished career. He has had the titles of
commanding general, 8th y in Korea; the Army forces in the
Far East; the commander in chief of the Far East Command; Chizt
of Staff, US. A:')mf%'; military representative of the President. U.S.
Army element, Office of the Secretary of Defense here in Washing-
ton; the Chairman of the Joint Chiefs of Staff: Ambassador to
South Vieinam.

But I suppose, were you to ask him and to press him, I am sure
that the General would say that his most merorable assilg:mment
was that as commanding general of the 101st Airborne Division
during World War II. We are proud of him in Missouri, and we are
proud of him as an American.

He served as a member of the Joint Chiefs of Staff, as Chairman
of the Joint Chiefs of Staff, and in positions where he was on the
arﬁoe:iving end, on the other end of giving the Joint Chiefs of Staff

vice.

There is no way adequately to introduce Gen. Mexwell Taylor
but to say, welcome, and we look forw.rd to hearing from you, sir.

Mr. NicHors. Thark you, Mr. Skeltc a.

As in cur prio:' hearings on thie isrce, I want to invite the gentle-
man froin Missouri, who has a treraendous interest in this subject,
to sit with the Investigations Subcr. mmittee this morning.

(89
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Before you proceed, General, I would like to add, on behalf of the
Investigations Subcommittee, our sincere welcome. As an old sol-
dier who served in Normandy, Luxembourg, and Germany, I well
recall the 101st Division, and I had the pleasure on ciie occasion of
following that division, and if there were ever great soldiers, great
Americans in the defense of this country, it was that division, sir.

We are aware that this is the third occasion in less than a year
that you have testified on the reorganization of the Joint Chiefs of
Staff, and we sincerely appreciate the sacrifice that you are
making to improve our defense structure.

Copies of your testimony last year have been distributed to mem-
bers of the subcommittee. An additionai copy is before them.

So, General, again, ws are glad tv bave you, and you may pro-
ceed with your testimony at this time, sir. '

STATEMENT OF GEN. MAXWELL D. TAYLOR, U.S. ARMY (RET)),
FORMER CHAIRMAN OF THE JOINT CHIEFS OF STAFF

Mr. Nicrote. I thank you, Mr. Chairman.

Ar.d may I also thank my Missouri friend, Mr. Skelton.

1 am very hsppy ir:deed, Mr. Chairman, to have the opportunity
“to testify again before this subcommittee.

I should say at the outset—I should apologize at the outset—for
my very hoarse voice. If I am not being heard properly, plesse let
me know.

The subject of this discussion is the organization, and inevitably
slso, the procedures of the Joint Chiefs. Both are matters of iong-
time interest to me. I understand you have n.y testimony of lust
year, and I have not referred directly to it.

Since that time, my views have ¢ ed little, if at all, and are

vite similar to those expressed by Congressman Skelton’s bill,

.R. 2560, presently before you.

The most important event bearing on the Joint Chiefs of Staff
issue since our lest meeting has been the submission of the DOD
bill, H.R. 3145, which I shall comment on at some length.

As you know, it contains twc proposais, the first being to insert
the Chairman, JCS in the chain ¢f command.

Although the Secretary of Defense refers to it as “an important
Defense initiative,” I find it little more than a legislative legitima-
tion of most of the DOD Directive of December 2, 1971, which
reads, as follows:

The National Cornmand Authorities [NCA].

The NCA consists only of the President and the Secreiary of Defense or their duly
deputized alternates or successors. The chain of com:nand runs from the President
to the Secretary of Defense and through the Joint Chiefs of Staff to the commanders
of the unified and specified commands.

The langvage used in H.R. 3145 reads as follows:

The chain of command runs from the President to the Secretary and through the

Cha:rman, JCS to the combatant commarnds. Orders to combatant corrmands shall
be issued by the President and the Secretary through the Chairman, JCS.

Thus, the only difference hetween the bill and the old DOD direc-
tive, now 12 years old, is the omission of the titie, “National Com-
mand Authorities,” no reference to ‘‘duly deputized alternates or
successors,” and the replacement by the Chairman of the Joint
Chiefs of Staff as a body in the chain of command The only news
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in this initiative, as I see it, is that the Secretary is now willing to
concentrate the power of this position in a single officer rather
- than in a less dangerous committee.

Now, the power, of course, is not great. In fact, the language of
H.R. 8145 authorizes the Chairman to do little more than forward
orders from the President and the Secretary to field commanders,
which, to me, is pretty much a clerical function.

If the intention is to clevate the Chairman notably above his col-
! es, that result is not achieved.

e other proposal in H.R. 3145 is to moderate some of the re-
strictions on service on the Joint Staff. The changes propoeed are
reasonable but also of little importance.

In reading H.R. 3145 and related papers, I get a quite different
impression of the attitudes of the Secretary and of the Chairman
toward the need for JCS reform.

The Secretary seex little, if any, need for change, convinced, as
he says, that the present system “has provided Presidents and Sec-
retaries of Defense with competent mi}’ sry advice for more than
30 years, while maintaining effective .:vilian control of the mili-

ta ."

l’ﬁ\e Chairman, General Vessey, in his testimony before you, is
inclined to concede the existence of past faults in the system but
believes that he and his colleagues have agreed on a series of reme-
glaf! actions, which, if allowed to run their course, will correct the

efects. :

They make an impressive list, but unfortunately offer no remedy
to old weaknesses, such as the following:

A. The excessive workload of the dual-hatted Chiefs;

B. Their demonstrated inability to produce timely advice on mat-
{ers much beyond next year’s budget; .

C. The inevitable service bias they bring to the council table; and

D. The inherent defects of committee action—slowness, ponderos-
ity, indecisivenees, and compromise.

Untii some way is found to remedy these ills, my sincere }::Ees
for the success of the Vessey program will remain considerably
hiﬁmer than my expectations.

31459)w, what action might this committee take regarding H.R.

It is clear that the Secretary is pre:ared to stand pat on the
Joint Chiefs of Staff system as it is and would strongly resist any
gxiﬁjor changes such as those contained in Congressman Skelton’s

Even if Congress were to pass this latter bill, the cold recuption
it would roceive in many parts of the Penmould nullify many
of its basic purposes. For any such drastic c in military orga-
nization to succeed, it must have the support, cooperation and good
tv.vill of the principal officials, legislative and executive, responsible
or it.

If the committee shares my belief as to the present unaccepta-
bility of H.R. 2560, what should be done about H.R. 3145 and its
pallid content?

It would be unfortunate, in my opinion, to pass it in its present
form, if only because doing 8o would imply agreement with Sec-
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retary that all is well with the Joint Chiefs of Staff system. I sin-
: oerelgvehope that this is not the view of this committes.

A better course, I believe, would be to recommend passage of the
bill with certain amendments to give it micre substance. Since a
major purpose of the bill is to increase the authorit( of the Chair-
man, let’s give him something of real significance. I would recom-
mend the followin%at.;nhree amendments:

A. Change the language of H.R. 3145 bearing on the chain of
command to read as follows:

The channel of commana runs frora the President to the Secretary and through
the Chairman, Joint Chiefs of Staff, to the combatant commands. Orders to theee
commands from the President or the Secretary pass thro the Chuirman, Joint
Chiefs of Staff, who i8 authorized to communicate as n with the combatant
commands to verify the execution of such orders and to assure the maintecnance of
the state of readiness required by the strategic tasks assigned the commands.

Such a change would eliminate the impression that the Chair-
man is merely a communications robot mechanically conveying
military orders from the President or the Secretary, neither of
whom a military staff to assist in drafting s:ich orders.

My second suggestion:

B. Add a new paragraph to the bill as follows:

The Chairman, JCS, in presiding over the Join: Chiefs of Staff, will be responsible
from the timely conduct of businees within that body, with authoritE to settie issues

on which the members are divided. Any member may appeal the i 's deci-
sion to the Secretery of Defense.

This device of a so-called executive chairman was used quite suc-
cessfully in some of the large standing commitiees in the Kennedy
administration, where I think it did expedite business.

C. The third recommendation is a new paragraph, to make the
Chairman, Joint Chiefs a regular member of the National Security
Council. Athough the Joint Chiefs of Staff, by law, have long been
responsible for advising the NSC, they have never had a repre-
sentative of their own at the meetings. The Chairman has normal-
1 ?ttended, but that has been at the invitation of the Secretary of

ense.

In combination, these three changes, I believe, should clarify and
strenfthen the position of the Chairman and thereby facilitate the
job of General Vessey in carrying nut his in-house reform program.

In addition, I should think that Congress would want to check
periodically on the progress of this pr and seek evidence that
adequate military advice is reaching the Prusident and the Secre-
:gn'y during the policymaking stage, as well as during policy execu-

ion.

This could be accomplished to some degree by requiring at appro-
priate times detailed answers from the Secretary of Defense and
th(l" Joint Chiefs to the follcwing questions regarding our military
policy:

A. What are the threats to national security which are deemed
80 ur%ent as to require ready military force to cope with them?

B. To provide this military force, what are the strategic tasks for
which our Armed Forces should be grepated?

C. How will the major items of the r.ext military budget contrib-

ute to these tesks? This is a test of the essentiality for spending
money.
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D. What advice has the Joint Chiefs rendered in formulating the
answers to the foregoing questions?

In closing, a final word about the Skelton bill, H.R. 2560. Al-
though unhatﬂpily its time may not have come, it contains many
features worthy of continuing study and further development.

One of the most important is the proper role of the Secretary of
Defense in the chain of command in contrast to his role as Secre-
tary of the Department of Defense. In the latter he is unquestiona-
bly—by law—“the principal assistant to the President in all mat-
ters relating to the Department of Defense.” Let me remind you
that in the channel of command is not a part of the Department of
Defense where the Secretary generates armed forces for use in war.

The chain of command is the channel whereby the President as
Commander in Chief issues orders to the combatant forces which
are outside the Department of Defense. So, what is the Secretary in
the chain of command, where he wears another hat?

Conceivably, he could be a number of things. For exam*ﬂe, he
could be “the principal assistant to the Commander :n Chief in all
matters relating to the chain of command,” alle! language to
that describing his role in the Department of Defense. Or he might
b: a Deputy to the Commander in Chief with such duties as the
latter might assign. A third poesibility is for him to be an inde-
pendent command authority in the chain of command just below
the President, responsible to him for the combatant comrmands and
all they do in peace and war. There are undoubtedly other options.

Today, no one can give an authoritative answer to these uncer-
tainties I raise. Until an cfficial decision is reached as to what is
2xpected of the Secretary in the chain of command, particularly in
sime of war, we shall not be able to decide many of the issues aris-
ing in the course of a thorough reorganization of the JCS. Any-
thing this committee can do in the future to eliminate the present
uncertainties regarding the role of the Secretary in the cﬁmn' of
command wil! be a major contribution to national security.

Thank you, Mr. Chairman.

Mr. NicHois. Thank you, General, for your testimony.

WEerrreN STaTEMENT OF GEN. MaxwzLL D. TavLor, USA (Rey.)

Mr. Chairman and Members of the Committee: Thank you for the cpportuanity to
testify again before this: subcommittee on the subf'ect of the Joint Chiels of S or-
ganization and procedures. Both are matters of long time interest to me. I under-
atgndthartegouhavehadmtomyteatimonyof uly 14, 1982 on this subject so 1
will not reter directly tv it. Since then, myviewchavedungedlitﬂsifatauand
ar\tsl qf:? gimilar to those expressed in Congressman Skelton’s bill H.R. 2560, pree-
ently before you.

“\gmoatgnportantmntbeaﬁngon the Joinu Chiefs of Staff issue since our 'ast
meet; has been the subtmission of the Department of Defense bill, H.R. 3145,
which 1 shall comment on at some length. As know, it contains two H
the first peing to insert the Chairmnan, Joint Chiefs of Staff in the chain of com-
mand. Although the Sec.>tary of Defense refers to it as “an imogortant Defense ini-
tiative,” I find it little mo.e than a legislative legitimatizi most of a Depart-
ment of Defense Directive No. 5100.30 of Docember 2, 1971, which reads:

“National Command Authoritiec (NCA). The NCA consiste only of the President
and the Secretary of Defense or their duly deputized alternates or successors. The
chain of command runs from the President to the Secretary of Defense and through
the Joint Chiefs of Staff to the commanders of the unified and specified commands.”

The language uied in H.R. 3145 reads as follows:

““The chain of command runs from the President to the Socrem and through the
Chairman, Joint Chiefs of Staff to the combatant commands. ers to combatant
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commands shall be issued by the President and the Secretary through the Chair
man, Joint Chiefs of Staff.” v '

Thus the only difference between the bill and the De) ent of Defense direc-
tive, now twelve years old, is the omission of the title, National Command Authori-
ties, no reference to “duly deputized alternates or successors”” and the replacement
by the Chairman of the Joint Chiefs of Staff as a body in the channel of command.

only news in this initiative, as I see it, is that the Secretary is now willing to
concentrate the power of this position in a single officer rather than in a less dan-
O e sower ot o In fact the language of H.R. 3146 auth th
power, of course, is not great. In fact the of H. authorizes the
Chairman to do little more than forward orders from the President and the Secre-
tary to field commanders, pretty much a clerical function. If the intention is to ele-
vate the Chairman notably above his coll es, that result is not achieved.

The other propossl in H.R. 3145 is to moderat: :o>me of the restrictions on service
on the Joint Staff. The changes proposed all seem reasonable but also of little im-
portance.

In reading H.R. 3145 and related &Elers, I get a quite different impression of the
attitudes of the Secretary und the irman to the need for JCS reform. The
Secretarly sees little if any need for change, convinced as he says that the present
system “has provided Presidents and Secretaries of Defense with competent military
advice for more than 30 years, whilc maintaining effective civilian control of the
military.”” The Chairman, General Vessey, in his testimony is inclined to concede
the existence of past faults in the gystera but believes that he and hi3 colleagues
have agreed on a series of ramedial actions which, if allowed to run their course,
will correct the defects. They make an impressive list but unfortunately offer no
remedy to old weaknesees such as: (1) the excessive workload of dual-hatted Chiefs;
(2) their demonstrated inability to produce timely advice on mattere much beyond
the next year's budget; (3) the inevitable service bias they bring to the council table;
and (4) the inherent defects of committee action--slowness, ponderosity, indecisive-
ness and compromise. Until some way is found to remedy theee ills, my truly sin-
cere hopes for the success of the Veseey program will remain considerably higher
than my ex tions.

What action might this committee take regarding H.R. 3145? It is clear that the
Sec of Defense is prepared to stand pat on the Joint Chiefs of Staf‘fe?mm as
it is and would strongly resist any major changes such as those contai in H.R.
2660. Even if Congress were to pass this latter bill, the cold reception it wouid re-
ceive in many parts of the Pentagon would nullify many of its basic purposes. For

any such drastic change in military organization to succeed, it must have the sup-
port, ooolier?tion and good will of the principal officials, legislative and exocutive,
ible for it.

the committee shares my doubt as to the present unacce ity of H.R. 2569,
what should be done ahout H.R. 3145 and its pallid content? It would be unfourtun-
ate to pass it in ite D esent form if only because doing o would imply ment
with the Secretary that all is well with the Joint Chiefs of Staff systeru. I hope that
is not the view of this committee.

A better course, I believe, would be to recommend passage of the bill with certain
amendments to give it more subetsnce. Sirce a major of the bill is to in-
crease the authority of the Chairman, Joint Chiefs of , let us' give him some-
thing of real significance. I wou!d recommend the following:
fol% the language of H.R. 8145 bearing on the chain of command to read as

cws:

“The channel of command runs from tie Preeident to the Secretary and through
the Ctairman, Joint Chiefs of Staff, to the combatant commands. Orders to theee
¢-nmands from the President or the Secretary pass th h the Chairman, Joint

“aiefs of Staff, who is authorized to communicate as n with the combatant
commands to verify the exzecution of such orders and to assure the maintenance of
the state of readinees required by the stiat~gic tasks assigned the commands.”

Such a change would eliminate the unpression that the Chairman is merely a
communications robot mechanically conveying military orders from the President or
Secmhdsy. neither of whom has a milita to asgist in drafting such orders.

b. A ne'w paragraph to the bill ae follows:

‘*The Chairman, Joint Chiefs of Staff, in presiding over the Joint Chiefs of Staff,
will be responsible for the timely conduct of business within that body, with authori-
ty to settle issues on which the members are divided. Any member may appeal the
d;\airman'u decision to the Secretary of Defense.”

In the Kennedy Administration, this device of an “executive chairma.a” was used
with considerablc success in expediting action in several senior committees.
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c. Add a new parag::rh to make the Chairman, Joint Chiefs of Staff, a regular
member of the National Security Council. Although the Joint Chiefs of Staff have
long been responsible for advising the NSC, they have never had a representative of
their own at the meetings. The Chairman has normally attendcd at the invitation of
the Secretary of Defense.

In combination, these three changes should clarify and strengthen the position of
the Chairman and thereby facilitate the job of General Vessey in carrying out his
in-house reform ﬁerogmm In addition, 1 should think Congress would wart to check
periodically on the progress of this program and seek evidence that adequate mili-
tary advice is reaching the President and the Secretary of Defense in the policy-
making stage as well as during policy execution. This could be accomplished to some
degree by requiring at appropriate times detailed answers from the Secretary of De-
fex;lge and the Joint Chiefs of Staff to the following questions regsrding military
polcy:

a. What are the threats to national security which are deemed so urgent as to
require ready military force to cope with them?

b. To provide this military force, what are the strategic tasks for which our
Armed Forces should be prepared?

c. How will the major items of the next military budget contribute to these tasks?

d. Wh;t advice has the Joint Chiefs of Staff rendered in formulating the foregoing
answers'

A final werd about the Skelton bill, H.R. 2560. Although unhappily its time may
uot have come, it contains many features worthy of continuing stujy and further
development. One of the most important is the role of the Secretary of Defense in
the chain of command in contrast to his role as Secretary of the Department of De-
fense. In the latter, he is unquestionably “the rmapal assistant to the President in
all masters relating to the Department of Defense.” But what is he in the chain of
command where he wears another hat? Conceivably, he could be “the principal as-
sistant to the Commander in Chief in all matters relating to the chain of com-
mand.” Or he might be a Deputy to the Commander in Chief with such duties as
the lutter might assign. A thicd poesibility is for him to be an independent com-
mand authority in the chain just below President, responsible to him for the
combatant commands and all that they do.

Today, no one can give an authoriiative answer to these questions. Until an offi-
cial decision is reached as to what is ex of the Secretary of Defense in the
chain of command, particularly in time of war, we are not reedy to decide many of
the issues involved in a thorvugh reorganization of the JCS. Anything this commit-
tee can do to eliminaie the present uncertiainties regarding the Secretary will be a
major contribution to national security.

Mr. NicHors. It appears to me that we may be moving a little
clc;eer toward some sort of consensus on the Joint Chief of Staff
reform.

Last year, for example, the administration, in refusing to submit
a rro , generally supported the status quc. This year, we have
an administration proposal. Though it is very modest, it seems to
move in the direction that has been urged by critics cf the present
JCS organization.

You, General, whose judginent we certainly respect, on the other
hand advocated rather far-reaching reforms last year.

Today, however, from your statement, it appears to me that you
may have acknowledged that the original proposal probably was
not politically feasible, whatever its merits may have been.

As a consequence, you seem to have focused your testimony on
strengthening the present Joint Chiefs of Staff in the recommenda-
tions you brm:iht to us; and, as a result, it seems to me that the
gulf between the poles of differing opinion may have been some-
what narrowed.

The central issue, an I see it, from your testimony, and from tes-
timony of others, is the queation: at should be the role of the
Chairman of the Joint Chiefe of Staf{7?
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And this morning, I would like to explore that just a little bit
with you if I might, sir. : S
_ In your statement last vear, I believe you said that the most seri-
ous flaw, as you saw it, was the inadequacy of the Joint Chiefs as
military advisers to the President and to the Secretary of Defense.

You further indicated in your statement that they rarely, if
ever, performed an advisory role of any importance at the level of
national policy; and, as a result, you advocated at that time that
the Chief of Staff, who takes the place of the JCS Chairman,
become the principal military adviser.

Let me ask you, sir, are the proposals which you bring to us
today, which wonld strengthen the Chairman, are they, in your
judgment, tantamount to making the Chairman the principal mili-

i adviser?
neral TAYLOR. Is that you:: question?

Mr. Nicro:s. Yes, sir.

General TavLor. [ want to first explain that my views of last
year remain essentia],l{ unchanged. My testimony today did not
gick up where I left. off last year. What I wrote lest year, I still

lieve today but from the sturt I knew I was writing my druthers,
rather than a proposal likely to be_approved. The kind of chain 1
would favor, gimilar to shat in Mx. Skelton’s bill, [ sm all for; but 1
realize the great difficulty of getting it now when you have a Secre-

of Defense who says everything 8 OK.
e pragraatic course today is to undertake what may be feasible
under present conditions. So 1 shall give you m{l suggestions.

As_to how to get belrer military advice with minimum changg,
you would gel. more out the Joini. Chiefs if indeed the Chairman
could break off d:bate, stop trying to get a consensus, and say,
“Gentleman, | an: goiag to decide this issue this way, and that
goes, unless you protest my decision, to the Secre-ary of Defense.”

I might 3ay, sir, when I accepted the jobr as Chairman, from Mir.
Rovert McNemare, I had a good chat with him. We were old
friends by that time. 1 said, “Bob, I want vou to undersiand. I am
not going to use the black snake whip to get a consensus out of the
Joint Chiofs. We are going to try to get = consensus, but if there
are differing opinions, which are solid, in the sense that they are
lagitimate and require conside.ation, I am going to handle the situ-
ation like the Supreme Court. We ave going to ¢end you a brief of
the arguments, and then I am going to add my brief to it.”

We worked on thst basis for 2 years, and I would say that we
never had any serious delay in that time Since that time, the idea
of having tc get a ~onsensus seetas to have ccme back, and that
adds to much of the weakness of the Joint Chiefs as a gource of
timely advice. They can offer advice if you wait perhaps a year, but
a Presicent or a Secretary wants advice faster than that.

The other point which 1 feli must be settled is the one 1 would
like to see this committee give priority attenticn—the role of the
Secretary of Defense. You really can't say what role ihe Chairman
should fili until you know what the Secretary’s should be. The
latter in its entirety has never heen defined.

It is not generally recognized that the Secretary of Defense is
two-hatted, just the way the Joint Chiefs are. First, he is the head
of a great department, one of the biggest and most—it spends more
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money than alinost any other department. His rol: there is clear.
He generates and maintains Armed Forces to meet the needs of na-
tional security. But in the chain of command he has an undefined
responsibility for determining how all these forces that he has gen-
erated would be used in time of wer. {f this committee can solve
that question, I can take over and write you a program of reform
for the Joint Chiefs.

Mir. Nichots. All right. One of your suggestions is very interest-
ing to me, in that it would certainly seem to strengther the Chair-
man of the Join: Chiefs and nere is a situation that [ pose to you.

You have a meeting of the Joint Chiefs of Staff, and you are five
men at the table, and you have a very difficult issue o make a de-
cision on, to advise tKe Secretary of Defense and to advise the
President.

OK, you find yourselves, as we do in the Congress, and we will
today in the Congress, divided; and two people believe this way,
and three people on the other side believe differently. And, as we
do in the Congress sometime, we water things down, and we dilute,
and we come to a conclusion. You seem to think in the military
that it is not gooa policy to dilute and water down, and you leave
tec the Chairman of that Joint Chief;s of Stasf the ultimate authori-
ty ¢f the Supreme Couirt, to use your example, to make that deci-
sion.

If two people are of this opinion, and three of that, we don’t do it
in the democratic principle like we do in the House, in which the
mejority necessarily rules. You would delegate to the Chairman of
the Joint Chiefs of Staff the authority to mak~ the ultimate deci-
gion and to settle that issue.

Am I generally correct in that?

General TAYLOR. That is correct.

Bear in mind that under my recommendation any dissatisfied
Chief could appeal to the Secretary of Diefense. While I favor his
device, as long as we have the .Joint Chiefs, my preferen-e is to do
away with the JCS committee entirely.

I recognize that committees have advan'ages as well as weak-
nesses. They nave the advantage of representing differing views
that ought to be considered. They have the weaknesses of delay,
compromise, and so on. And a military command canpot fariction
on that basis operationaliy. A poor decision made in time is usaally
better than a better decision too late when you command troops in
tirse of war.

When we get to the interface between civilian leadership and
military leadershiy, at the level of the National Command Authori-
ty, clearly the military must adjust to the requiremente of the po-
litical )2adership: but they must be sympathetic to military needs
and allow us to mitigate tne disadvantages of a commttee if indeed
we are required to keep the JCS system.

I really believe my suggestions for strengthening the hand of the
Chairman are soun ancf should (acil'tate business.

Mr. NicHoLs. Mr. Ray.

Mr. Ray. General Taylor, thank you so much for coning today. I
have foilowed your career through the years, and I have adiired it
very greatly. I am from the hcmetown of Gen. Courtney Hodges. {
have just a couple of questions.
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In vour statement I noted that your views on restructuring are
quite similar to those which are expressed i Congressman Skel-
ton’s bill, H.R. 2560.

That bill contains several provisions designed to strengthen the
joint military staff which are not contained in the administration
preposal. Most important is that the Chief of Staff wouid control
the joint military staff. As you know the JCS Chairman does not
have a staff of his own. My gueetion really is, with these increased
lrgspons@)bilities, should the Chairman be given a separate staff of

is own?

General TAYLOR. God pruiect us from more staff. We should have
one master military statf at the top of the military pyramid. They
can give military advice to the President and to the Secretary of
Defense, and the necessary staff support tc the Chief of Staft.

Let’s keep it as few and as simple as we can, I would say.

Mr. Ray. Now, General Jones had proposed that the Chairman
be given greater control over the Joint Staff. What would be your
opinion on that?

General TaviLor. I don’t think it makes any real difference.

Mr. Ray. | see.

General TayLor. No difference. 1 am sorry to say that some
Generai Jones' points should have been setiled over at the Pente-
gon £nd not bother you here.

Mr. Ray. Last year, you recommended that two Deputy Chiefs of
Staff be created to assist the proposed Chief of Staff which you rec-
ommended.

You also stated and meationed that, despite frequent disclaimers
that have been made, service chiefr, but not the Chuairman, have
been overlvaded by the combination of their service and joiut re-
sponsibility.

As you know, the JCS has initiated a system whereby each serv-
ice chief serves as the Deputy JCS Chairman for 5 maouths on a o
tating basis. Since they are already overlcaded, what d¢ you think
of tnis system?

General TAyLoR. I realize that over the veuars the testimony of
the Chiefs, generally, has been that vhey are nct overioaded.

My answer is that, if they are n.t overlcaded, they are not deing
their two jobs.

It is simply impossible to do all tre things you chould do as a
doubie-hattedy chief nlanning for the future, and meanwhile regpon-
sible for the readiness today of your service. Sc¢, I—incidentally,
many of my thoughis, I am advancin%, { would not have derived
purely based on my own expeiience. But [ read virtvally all the
tostinony of every witness who appeared beifore your committee
last year; and was very much impressed by a civilian that ¥ knew
very well, who when they were in office were very polite ahout
this. They came out with cold, nard facts, and weien't getiing any
advice in time from their Joint Chicfs. So that my presecnt extrem-
ism, if you want to cull it that, is based on the fact that most of the
qualifiea witnesses, with no ax to grind, say that the JCS system
has failea.

I missed something in your question. What was it?

Mr. Ray. I think you covered it to satisfy me, bui would it be
your opinion that the Chairman ought to have a full-time deputy?
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General Tavror. No. The last thing in the world. Why have an-
other four-star man sitting around the Pentagon?

Mr. NichoLs. The subcommittee is going to recess just long
enough to go vote, and Mr. Crane will be next, whcn we come back,
sir.

[Recess.]

Mr. NicHots. The subcommittee will come to order.

Genera! Taylor, last year you recommended, and Congressman
Skelton included in }.'s {ill, a Nationa: Military Council to provide
the President and the Secretary of Defense advice in the fields of
future and national policy and strategy.

As you recall, the Investigations Subcommittee last yvear accept-
ed your concept, and I believe maybe Mr. Stratton moved that that
Board be created.

Following the creation of that Board in our committee bill last
year, however, you were sumewhat critical of the formulation of
the Senior Strategy Board that we created.

Let e ask vou. Do you still believe such a body is needed?

And, if s0, do vou favor the formulatior. in Representative Skel-
ton’s bil? Would you comment generally on what you found wrong
with the manner in which we created it last year?

(eneral TavLoRr. { do believe very :nuch in the desirability of
such « small group of elder statesmen with a background primarily
in military strategy I would not ber a perticularly well-qualified
civiian like John McCloy, for exampie, ‘o join with four or five
carefuliy seicceted three- or four-star generals or admirals of the
thoughtiul type. Because you have four stars doesn’t mean that
you have thoughi very much or fought very hard. You can do both;
it would be nice if these men were equally good in both.

I would be against & large comniiiiee, and furthermore 1 would
never prescribe exactly hew many. 1 think I said aboat five. But all
shouid be chosen on quality; ::one just to §iil a vacancy.

if, indead, they are willing to give up their major activity to initi-
ate recommendations as well as respend to requests tor study from
i:s President, the Secretary, or the Chief of Siail, ! have already
?am; the corcept is good. Finding these prople is hard; but it could
e AN,

At first it cculd be iried without iegislation, using a volunteer
group of ven without official status. If I were the Secretary of De-
iense | think 1 would vote to do that, and s=e to what extent able
e coutd be kept busy at wortiiv tasks and whether ithe net effect
would be to have trulv detached, irpartial advice without service
bias on subjects that don’t require specd.

This is where you are thinking a decade ahead, doing the kind of
thing that many of them wouid iike to do; tit as 1 indicated before,
they can’t possi\}y do.

Mr. Nicitors. Mr. Ray, do you have any more questions?

Mr. Ray. Yos, sir.

Representative Skelton’s bili, in addiiion to placing the staff
uider one Chief of Staff, provides a charter {or the Joint Staff, and
includes measures designed to protect the premotions and other
career aspects of Joint Staft officers.

The overali effect of Representative Skelton’s bill would make
the soint Staff less dependert on service influence. The administra-
tion tali containz nc similar provision.
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I just wondered if we could have your opinion on that.

General Tavior. The quality of the Joint Staff, of course, hes
teen controversial for years. I think that some misunderstanding
exists on the part of some of the serious critics of this situaticn

Som~ seem o think that the Joiut $Stafl cuggests that you have
to nave nothing but young Napoieons in every position. t is far
from the caze. Like any other steff, the Joint Staff has many jobs
which are very minor. The quality of the Joint Staff will aiv.ays
depend largely on the director, who has a very important job, his
assistants, and the hieads of the various staff sections. If those posi-
tions are really like that, the whole staft is going to do well. So, to
set up guidelines requiritg that the services send only the very
best of their men, that is not the way tc do it. The services also
need their best men in certain posi.ions.

I also have the fecling that some people think that you have to
have been a Joint Staff officer to be any good. If, indeed, the serv-
ices are doing their task in educating tg;eir officers, and I have no
reason to believe they are not, an officer gets trainir; for general
staff work in schools like the Army’s at Fort 1cavenworth. You
used to have 2 vears; now, they only have 1. They are smarter now
than in my generation.

But the preparation {»r service <1, any big staff is & preparation
for service on a Joint Staff. The organization, procedures, snd
methodology of all senior steffs are ahout the same. Service on one
does not require continuous service on 8 general siaff as was the
case in the German Army where an officer would serve on the gen-
ei?;‘l staff from the time that he was a lieute.:ant until a iield mar-
shal.

Mr. Nicaors. Mr. Hopkins.

Mr. Horrins. Thank you, Mr. Chairman.

General, first let me say that I have been one of your fans c¢ver
the years, and this gives me the opportunity to say so publicly I
admire very much the contributions vou Lave made to this coun-
try.

The question ihat I would like to ask you has to do with th. 400-
man statutory limit on the Joint Staff as prop by the adminis-
tration which wants t* remove that 400-man limit. It is clear tc e
that the Joint Chiefs of Staff has a very important job to do, and I
don’t think that we oughi to limit that abilitv by the lack of proper
staff. We in Washington don't seem to be very concerned about cut-
ting back on staff members either in the House or in the Saenate. I
don’t recall in the few years that I tiave beer here any reduction at
all in the workloed or reduction in the aumbers of staff members,
or salaries, or berefits. And yet we seem to limit one of the more
impﬁ{* ant areas that we have, not only for this couniry, but for the
world.

How do you feel about removing the statutory limit of 490 mem-
bers on the staff of the Joint Chiefs? Do you agree with the admin-
istration that that statutory limit ought to be removed? Do you
think 400 is sufficient? How do you feel about that?

General TayLoRr. I couldn’t pick an ideal number; 400 sounds rea-
gonable to me..

Bear in mind, that prevents a Chief of Staff from getting aupport
from his own service staff. That perhaps is not ideal, because you



99

like to feel tiat everything the Chief has got comes from a joint
source, but it does n¢ ® in practice, and it never will.

No, 1 was never wurried, really, about that figure.

Mr. Horxins. Weli, it just seems to me, General, that with the
responsibilities that organization has, the Congress ought not to
limit them to 460

As I told the Secretary and the Chairman of the Joint Chiefs of
Staff a few weeks ago, in my view if they need a few more mem-
bers on their staff o do the job of protecting this country, far be it
from me to criticize thie.n from doing that. gI’here are many, many
other areas in the Department of Defense, [ think we could look at
very ulosely as far as a money-saving device, but not on the think
tauk of the defense of this country.% think it would be very shal-
low on our part.

As you say, 400 may be enough. I don’t know if it is or not; but I
certainly don’t want to limit, in my opinion, people who know more
about it than I do. If they feel they need another 100, I told them
30 go get it as far as I am concerned. 1 just want to get the job

one.

General TayLor. Well, I thank you for your consideration. I am
sure the Joint Chiefs a!l appreciated that in the Pentagon. Again,
it is quite possible that you can all control so many things here an-
nually, if you ask of our account—how many officers have you got?
That would maske them realize the numbers are considered impor-
tant by Congress.

But, agzin, I don’t think it makes much difference.

M:. Horkins. Thank you very much, General Taylor.

Mr. Nicxois. Mr. Kasich.

Mr. KasicH. No questions, Mr. Chairman.

Mr. NicnoLs. General, let me ask you one question with refer-
ence to the type of oflicers that go to the Joint Staff.

There seems to be some difference in philosophy between the
services as to, I guess, the quality of the officer that we send to
that Joint Staff. In my judgment, we ought to send the very best
officers that we have, and yet last year, I believe we had testimony
from one branch of service indicating that, because this was a
smalier branch of service, they didn't have a great preponderance
of very best officers and that they sent some of their verv best, and
then they sent some, I suppose we would term it, mediocre officers.

Would you comment on that? I guess specifically what I am
asking you is should a JCS Chairman be given the responsitility to
select from the most outstanding service officers the pcople he has
:’)Pl lhis staff? I believe that provision may be included in Mr. Skelton’s
hili.

General TA:LoR. I might say that when i was Chief of Staffl of
the Army, I felt strongly about the nced for excellent officers in
the key positions, and not every place is a key position.

And in the case of the Army, for the key positions, when we had
tv nominate, I would ask among our best officers who had served
on the Army staff for about a year. With this expe ience he should
be weil quaiified for the Jeint Staff level or above, operating as I
indicated. That staff work is really, in terms of procedural matters,
essentiallv the same. 1 forbade the Army staff ever to deal with
him. I didn't want the word to get around—I d'dn’t wani him to
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have the charge of being just an emissar{afrom the Army. I did it
with self-interest in mind, because I felt that an Army officer doing
well up there was going to affect the decision that someday could
affect the Army and the other services. It was always made by
good men, and the Army is %repared to live with those decisions.

As you say, it depends on the service and the individual and the
Chairman—not the Chairman, but the Chief of Staff of the service.

I would say the Chairman should have the authority to fire any-
body without cause, and I would say if he is not compatible o his
environment, if he is not doing a good job, send him back. That has
never been done with that informal procedure. If you fired Smith
because Smith just might be a round peg in a square hole, ne
might still have a very fine career.

I never thought to give the Chairman the right to select—in
other words, to ask the services to send a list of the people they
proposed tc assign by ‘heir record. It is all right to do that, but he
doesn’t know these men outside of his own service. He can't judge
the importance of the serious task they left, and it is just unfair to
the services and to the Chairman to give them responsibility for
which he does not have the background. I wouldn’t want it as
Chairman. I want it understood by my service Chiefs of Staff that
they would be responsible for the quality of their own people and
be able to look the Chairman and the Secretary in the eye, and
sa{’,l “I can vouch for these men."” ,

r. NicHoLs. I appreciate your testimony very much, because the
thrust of what you have toid us this morning is you think we ought
to strengthen the Chairman of Joint Chiefs, give him a little more
background, and give him a little more authority ‘{0 run the show
up there.

Yet, you seem to have some hesitation in giving him veto power
necessarily on who is coming to his Staff. The point is well made
that he -may never come in contact with Commander Smith or
Colonel Jones, and he wouldn't know these peopie. But you have
testified that after they get on board, after they have served some
months, and if their services are not such as he thinks he should
have, then he ought to have authority to dismiss them.

General TavLor. Right.

Mr. NicHoLs. The reason I ask the question is that there are
some officers who feel like an assignment to the Joint Chiefs of
Staff is sort of the end of the line, that this precludes any further
promotions they might have.

There are others who feel like it is a ticket that needs to be
pltlmcl:hed. in the vernacular of the military, if they are going on up
the line.

Are there any other questions from members?

General TAvyLor. May I?

Mr. NicHoLs. Yes, sir.

General TayLor. One device turned out to be very good. Ii was
President Eisenhower’s. He was very much impressed after World
War II with the need for giving promising officers Joint Staff expe-
rience. Joint didn’t mean just the Joint Staff, but a Joint Staff like
the one in CINCPAC or in Europe, NATO, something of that sort.
To this end he required that for every nominee for a general office -
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ition, a statement be made to the effect that this man had had
oint Staff experience of some sort; and if not, why not?

Well, that had a major effect for the senior level. You could con-
ceivably have used the same approach farther down, except as the
officer corps are so lerge, in the Pentagon, a Chief of Staff—it is
rare that he knows anybody below the rank of c.lonel, for example.

But, nonetheiess, you have that reminder, that if this officer is
good enough to be promoted to colonel, he should have had some
joint assignment—a much larger field than just the Joint Staff,
and that might be desirable.

Mr. Nictors. The Chair will r ize Mr. Skelton at this time.

Mr. SKELTON. Mr. Chairman, thank you so much.

I azain want to express my appreciation to the General for shar-
ing his thoughts, not just today, but with me on other occasions.
You have been not only very helpful legislatively, but quite inspira-
tional to me, sir.

Everyonc has asked all the questions to be asked except one,
which I would like to put to you.

General, as you know, the bill that I propose does awaly with the
two jobs—that is the dual hatting of any one member of the Joint
Chiefs. It abolishes the Joint Chiefs in essence and keeps the CNO
as the CNO, and keeps the Army Chief of Staff as the head of the
Army, et cetera. It takes that second job away.

And it seems to me pretty fundamental that they are either
doing two jobs or they are not, and you can’t compromise on that
issue very well. It is kind of like, either someone is, or is not. There
is ro such thing as being a little bit pregnant. You can’t compro-
mise this particular issue, so my point was strengthened, General,
by some of the testimony last week. One of the gentlemen, mem-
bers of the Joint Chiefs, indicated that they had two hats, but he
said ttl;:t he didn’t have trouble turning his hat around and doing
two jobs.

Another one indicated that full time must be spent on strategy
during times of war. Another gentleman indicated that a good part
of the time the Vice Chief of Staff runs that service.

So, it indicates that this is still a very basic problem that we
must face. Would you elaborate and give us your thoughts on the
wearing of the two hats?

What type of serious problems does this pose unless we face that
issue now?

General TAyYLoR. I believe in the changs of 1958 to the National
Security Act--the point was made, at the request of President Ei-
senhower, that the Chiefs of Staff give primary attention to their
joint work, and leave 1o the Vice Chief as the man really running
the show.

Well, I was in that position as the Chief of Staff, and it sounds
good. I had a very fine Vice Chief, and three very 3ood Deputies—a
very good Deputy, every time. And I would give him any job to do,
and [ would 'ook at him. But do you think that woulld satisfy
people if I sent one of those men up to Congress? 1ot for a minute.
They want the Chief of Staff. He has the responsiblity by law, and
you can’t take it away from him.

So, any Chief I have over there wouid first be sure thote tasks
for which he was legally responsible were done to the best of his
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ability, ana then apply his efforts elsewhere, especially when you
have a domineering Chairman of the Joint Chiefs as I had at that
time. I could take my job away from him.

Mr. SkeLTON. Thank you so much, General. We appreciate your
being with us today.

Mr. NicnHois. Mr. Lally.

Mr. LaLLy. Thank you, Mr. Chairman.

I have just one question for General Taylor.

General, last year, so many of our witnesses stated that in their
view the weakness with the Joint Chiefs of Staff was not in the or-
ganization itself but in the personalities that composed the organi-
zation.

Now, you probably had more opportunity to work with the orga-
nization and to view it over the years.

What is your view on that point—that it is a personality rather
than an organizational problem?

General TayLor. Well, I have argued for years for the need for
organizational change, but I hope I have always made clear that
good organization and mediocre people will get no place. Good orga-
nization should be designed to make it easier for good men to do
their tasks, but in no way could it really replace the quality of the
individual.

Mr. LaLry. Thank you, General.

Thank you, Mr. Chairman.

Mr. NicHoLs. Mr. Barrett.

Mr. Bargrerr. Thank you.

General Taylor, in the last part of your statement. you were talk-
ing about what position the Secretary of Defense should have in
the chain of command, and you give three alternatives.

Conceivably, he could be the principal assistant of the Command-
er in Chief in all matters relating to the chain of command, or he
might be a deputy to the Commander in Chief with such duties as
the latter might assign.

A third possibility is for him to be an independent command au-
thority in the chain, just below the President, responsible to him
for the combatant commands in all that they do.

Could you give us your thoughts on which of those three alterna-
tives that you lay out would be the preferable aiternative?

General TayLor. 1 really—I take it the negative—which is thL.e
worst one? No. 3. It would probably be unconstitutional. It has been
suggested that something of that sort will take place.

I would think that—it depends, of course, on what the President
expects from his Secretary and his Chairman, and until we know
that and get it into the law we can’t be sure how that relationship
should then be related to the Joint Chiefs.

The Fresident may want the Secretary of Defense at his elbow,
an able civilian with broad experience in the military field, to help
him as an adviser. He should also waut a military man to give him
military advice at the samz2 time. But this civilian could well be a
deputy commander in chief doing those things that the President
gives to him. I raise this point because 1 would hate to see the law
so precise that the President must assign certain things to the Sec-
retary, if he is going to be an assistant or a depaty.
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I say this because in time of peace, as compared to war where
conditions may be going to change so drastically, to have a Secre-
tary doing most of the President’s military werk in the chain of
command as a deputy goes very well, and the poor President wants
to delegate as much, inore like a normal tasking to able assistants,
and clear his own deck.

But when war comes, the President—his major task is the war.
Whether he is going to want another civilian between him and a
military man whom the Nation holds as the spokesman for the
Armed Forces, whether he would want him in between or not, 1
wouldn't think e would.

You may recall in World War II President Roosevelt insisted on
doing business directly with George Marshall and with Admiral
King. The Secretaries of War and Navy were withdrawn from the
chain of command.

May I say, Mr. Chairman. Thank you very much—and gentle-
men, I enjoyed it myself.

Mr. NicHois. Thank you, sir.

The subcommittee will stand adjourned.

(Whereupon, at 11:56 a.m., the subcommittee is adjourned.)



HoOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES,
COMMITTEE ON ARMED SERVICES,
INVESTIGATIONS SUBCOMMITTEE,
Washington, D.C., Wednesday, June 29, 1983.

The subcomiaittee met, pursuant to notice, at 10 a.m., in room
2212, Rayburn House Office Building, Hon. Bill Nichols (chairman
of the subcommittee) presiding.

Mr. NicHoLs. The subcommittee wili come to order.

This morning as the Investigations Subcommittee resumes ite
hearings on Joint Chiefs of Staftf Organization, we are privileged to
have another distinguished military officer as our witness. Adm.
Thomas H. Moorer retired as the Nation's senior ranking military
officer, the Chairman of the Joint Chiefs of Staff. That position
capped a brilliant naval career that began at the Naval Academy
in 1929, included early assignments as a gunnery and an engineer-
ing officer during the 1930's, was distin&.lished by acts of bravery
and heroism as a Navy pilot in World War II, and was iinally re-
masr';ied with the Navy’s top positior, Chief of Naval Operations in

I might add on a personal note that I am extremely proud to
report that Admiral Moorer is a constituent of mine, coming from
my congressional district. He has an illustrious family.

Admiral, we are indeed honored to have you with us this morn-
ing. We are doubly appreciative because you were a witness last

eer. We have a copy of your statement from that appearance
>tore us. Nevertheless, you have come back for a second time to
testify on the subject.

So on behalf of the subcommittee, I want to express our tharks
to you, sir. You are a distinguished American. Wc value your testi-
mony very much. You may proceed at this point, sir.

STATEMENT OF ADM. THOMAS H. MOORER, U.S. NAYY (RET.),
FORMER CHAIRMAN OF THE JOINT CHIEFS OF STAFF

Admiral Moorgr. Thank you, Mr. Chairman.

As you said, last year I submitted a rather lengthy statement.
Consequently I do not have a statement today. But if the Chair
pleases, I will simply summarize some of my points and then be
prepared to answer questions.

I would also like to say that I am very pleased to have a gentle-
man like you as chairman of this committee conducting this inves-
tigation because there are so many people that recommend so
many changes in the military that have never heard gunfire.

On the other hand, you are a man that has been there. Conse-
quently, I know that you will understand the overall problems and
structures of a command establishment.

There have been some 20 studies, I believe, of the Joint Chiefs of
Staff since it was set up by the National Security Art of 1947.

(105)
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These studies seem to come up with the same suggestions or recom-
mendations that go something like this.

First, we should have an organization that will give a unified
view to the National Command Authorities; namely, the President
and the Secretary of Defense. Well, in the first place, I would point
out that on the ?:)int Chiefs of Staff you have re(rresented some 180
years of military service, which was performed during several wars
and in environments which were somewhat different in terms of
whether you are in the air or on the sea or on the land.

And, consequently, it is important, in my view, that the Presi-
dent of the United S:ates receive not just a single recommendation
but rather options as to what would be the best course of action
from which we would choose.

Next, it has always been felt by many that the members of the
Joint Chiefs of Staff should be separated from the services, on the
grounds that they do not Lave enough tin:e tc perform both assign-
ments.

My position is that if you do not, cannot find enough time to per-
form your duties as chief of a service and as a member of the Joint
Chiefs of Staff, you are not qualified for the job, because I think it
is mandatory that those who plan an operation or plan strategy are
burdened with the responsibility of executing it. And if you sepa-
rate these two groups of officers, very shortly the members—those
that are chiefs of services—will be the ones that have all the infor-
mation as to the state of readiness, the state of logistics and the
capabilities of the units at the moment.

And particularly in a crisis, where we are called on by the Chief
Executive to deploy forces overseas, it is certainly necessary to un-
derstand the state of readiness of these forces. I do not believe, that
a separation of these assignments will provide such a connection.

Now, it has been said by General Jones, I believe and others,
that the Chairman of the Joint Chiefs of Staff dces not have
enough authority. In my opinion, and based on my experience—
which I will say was unique because I served at a time when this
country was in a state of near anarchy. We had people pouring
blood on the Pentagon steps, lying down in front of automobiles on
Constitution Avenue, throwing rocks through the FBI Building and
Southeast Washington was plundered and ablaze. And the public
was very disenchanted with the Vietnam War and consequently
there were meny political turmoils that were created as a result of
these extreme difficulties.

Consequently, I would say, though, that never did I find that I
did not have enough authority. Not once did ] ever give an order to
people in uniform or did I carry out instructions of the Secretary of
Defense and the President without getting the very fullest coopera-
tion of everyone in uniform, including not only the members of the
Joint Chiefs of Staff but the unified commanders and those all
down the line.

So . contend that the Chairman of the Joint Chiefs of Staff, with
rels(pect to those in uniform, has all the authority he is willing to
take.

Now, the Chairman of the Joint Chiefs of Staff is faced with two
kinds of problems. One is a problem which, of course, is not time
limited in the sense that you are working up a strategic plan or
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logistics plan or reviewing and commenting on the programs of the
services, that is, the personnel programs, the training programs
and the equipment programs. And the other is a situation which
occurs in wartime, which is very time sensitive.

When I was Chairman of the Joint Chiefs of Staff I had in my
home all of the communications equipment in terms of a secure
telephone and a secure teletype where if a message came into the
Pentagon, I received it almost as quickly. Consequently, on many
occasions responding to recommendations and requests from the
unified commanders overseas, both General Goodpasture, for in-
stance, in Europe, and Admiral McCain in the Pacific, 1 would take
action and inform the other chiefs later. Because of the time differ-
ences it would be high noon where they were, and it would be mid-
night where I was.

And in every case wkere it was time limited, and I reported later
*0 the memkers of the Joint Chiefs of Staff, not once did they ever
in any sense object to what action I had taken.

So, as I say, I do not agree in any sense that the Chairman of the
Joint Chiefs of Staff does not have enough authority over the mili-
tary forces.

The next comment that was made has to do with the quality of
personnel that are assigned to the Joint Staff. Well, there again, I
would point out that—I agree that the Joint Staff should have a
very high quality of people. But at the same time, when I was
Chairman of the Joint Chiefs of Staff, if I was not satisfied with an
individual, I went to the chief of the service cencerned and I got a
replacement. Or if he happened to be a new assignment, I just re-
fused to take him. I said “Get someone else.” The Chairman of the
doint Chiefs of Stsff, insofar as the quaiity of the people on the
Joint, Staff are concerned, has the alternatives of refusing tc take
people assigned to the Joint Staff, of discussing the matter with the
chief of service and getting a correction-—) aever failed to do that—
and finally he can write a fitness report on an officer who does not
perform properly and thereby affect his promotion, up or down.

In that connection, I would say that I think it is very unwise to
penetrate, you might say, the service promotion system. Many
people don't realize that the military organizatior. is #n institution,
and the members of the military organization, the career members,
believe and respect the promotion system to be absolutely of the
highest integrity.

I will tell you a little experience I had one time in this connec-
tior: with President Lyndon Johnson. He called me one day, and he
says “I want you to promote my cook,’” who was a Filipino. Of

course, we observe very carefully the personnel in the White
House. I said—

Mr. President, I am not going to promote him because he did not pass the exam.
We have 6 vacancies a::a 30 that did pass the exam. And if I wus to promote him,
despite the fact le failed the exam, thes the whole integrity of the promotivon
systemn would collapee.

I said—

You can promote him if you want to because you are the President of the United
States, but | cannot do it.
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He szid he did not want to do it because he was afraid of getting
in tne paper. I guess. I said—

[ will tel' you what I will do. You send him over here. I will send him to school

for a year and if he passes the examination, he will have a good chance for promo-
tion.

The poir.t is you cannot have any side effects on promotion of of-
ficers by permitting the Chairman of the Joint Chiefs of Staff to
specifically promote individuals that are in on¢ or : nother service.

Now, the Air Force tried that during the heyday of General
LeMay. He would promote officers and the Chief of Staff .-" the Air
Force, or the Selection Bcard of the Air Force, would pass them
over and vice versa. The Chief of Staff of the Air Force would
select for promotion officers who were assigned to the Strategic Air
Command and General LeMay didn’t like that. So he wouldn'’t give
them the position. So you cannot have two nromotion systems. It
just simply creates turmoil, and it is not necessary, and it won't
work in a military crganization.

So by and large, after having studied the report of lact year that
Mr. Bairett was kind enough to provide to me, and thinking the
matter over, I then took a very good look at the two bills that are
before the Congress today, one submitted by the Secretary of De-
fease, and the other submitted by Cengressman Skeitun. I would
1! to comment on each of those.

As you know, the INational Command Authorities are the Presi-
dent of the United States and the Secretary of Defense. For some
time, though, since the Chairman of the Joint Chiefs of Staff pre-
pares all of the directives, relays the messages to the combat forces,
he is in effect, as a matter of practice, a member of the Command
Authority, and he should be. What this bill does from the Secretary
of Defense is to formalize what has been a practice for some time.
Consequently, I strongly support that.

Now, my practice, when I was Chairman of the Joint Chiefs of
Staff, after having attended a National Security Council meeting or
having had a discussion with the Secretary of Defense, when a de-
cision was made to take certain actions, I would prepare the direc-
tive. But not once—and I can document this—did I ever send a di-
rective to the uniformed forces to conduct a combat activity that I
did not first get initialed by the Secretary of Defense. So there was
no question of the fact that the Secretary of Defense was never by-

. He was alwavs aware of all cormbat action. I think that
worked very well.

Now, I have studied General Vessey’s statement, bcth the one he
made recently and the ore he made last year. And | support in toto
everything that he has said. I think that General Vessey is a very
mature o%ﬁcer with great experience and great intelligence and
balance, and I would think that his statement provides the best
guidance I have seen for reorganization of the Joint Chiefs of Staff.
Therefore, I fully support H.R. 3145.

Now I would like to turn my attenticn to H.R. 2560.

M. NicHoLs Admiral, we have 3 vote on. We wili recess and
return in about 10 minutes.

[Recess.)

Mr. NicsoLs. The subcommittee will resume its hearing.

Admiral, you may proceed, sir.
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Admiral MoorgRr. Yes, Mr. Chairmen
I would like to now briefly discuss H.R. 2560. I must say with
at res to Congressman Skelion, I think that this proposal is
illed with booby traps.

In the first place, we in by abolishing the Joint Chiefs of Staff

and creating a Chief of Staff of the Command Authorities. This
Chief of Staff would be assigned in effect the task which the Chair-
man of the Joint Chiefs of Staff already conducts. But there it de-
parts.
First, the propcsed bill states that the Chief of Staff of the Mili-
tary Arthorities would have a sta{f which would support the Chief
of Staff only. I call your aitention to the fact that during the time
that the Chief of Ctait was creaied in the National Security Act of
1947, this particular committee, the Armed Services Committee, in
their report said suc1 an arrangement was repugnant to the Con-
gress, and it was disspproved.

But what really concerns me is, first, aseg'ou know, I and other
people in uniform ave continually questioned as to why we have so
many senior officers and why the ratio of senior officers to enlisted
men has changed so radically since World War II. And here we are
about to, as I read it, create another six to seven four-star officers,
the seventh one depending on who that person is in that council.

Very recently tne Secretary of Defense, Harold Brown, acting in
response to the President’s directive, reduced the number of four-
star officers. Now, first, w. would have two officers as deputies to
the Chief of Statf of the National Command Auttorities, and then
we would set up a council.

Now, I would recommend that if the committee is going to give
this proposal serious consideration, you give even more serious con-
sideration to this ccncept of a militery council. In the first place, I
do not believe based on my expericnce, that you can sit over here
in a group who do not have day-to-day contact with what is going
on and have then: reully be in & position to give proper advice on,
as it says, national sccurity, national and military strategy, and
the responsibilities of tihe National Command Authorities.

It says the council may act individually in providing advice and
assessmen's in the same manner as the council may act as a body.

Well, I think you are going to have under those circumstances
the President getting all <inds of under-the-table advice which can
only lead to confusion. I inust say that under this propoaal which
would set up this council, I, Sersonally, would not accept the as-
si‘gnment as Chairman of “he Joint Chiefs of Staff or Chief of Staff
of the Military Command Authorities because I think that you
would be comp!etely sandbagged on many important occasions.

In addition, the bill states the President may appoint one addi-
tional member from among persons. I would like to know who that
person is goir.g to be. The C!:;engress likes to use that word, and in
the Freedom of Information Act it says “any verson” can demand
inforrnation from the U.S. Government, und that has led to the ri-
diculus situation where the CIA now has a request from Khomeini
to give him all the information the CIA has on the Shah. And so
who is this perscn going to be?

That is what I think should be cle:rly understood. Will he be
then assigned chairman of the council after he gets aboard? And if



110

he is chairman of the council, then he attends the National Secu-
rity Council meetings. And that will mean that you won’t have a
single man in uniform present at the Nationai Security Council
meeting.

So I think that this whole concept of having a kind of a super-
council with, as I said before, a Wizard of Oz sitting over directing
strategy and adlvising the Presideni—as General Vessey pointed
cut g0 clearly in his statement, it is not reorganization that you
must deal with so much as it is relationships between the Chaar-
man of the Joint Chiefs of Staff and the members and between the
Chairman of the Joint Chiefs of Staff and the Secretary of Defense
and the Chairman of tiie Joint Chiefs of Staff and the President.
And I must emphasize, Mr. Chairman, the relationship between
the Secretary of Defence and the President.

Now, I had the misfortune to be Chairman of the Joint Chiefs of
Staff at a time when the President and the Secre of Defense
did not see eye to eye on many matters. Consequently, as Chair-
man of the Joint Chiefs of Staff, I was frequently caught in the
middle. The Constitution says that the President is the Commander
in Chief. And Presidents, using that part of the Constitution, fre-
querg-l&: like to deal directly with the Chairman of the Joint Chiefs
of Staff. On occasion, they would do that, at least Mr. Nixon would
do that, and Mr. Laird would not be aware of it. And then 1 was
faced with the problem of telling Mr. Laird what Mr. Nixon told
me he wanted Mr. I=ird to do.

So I come back to che point, and I close with this, by saying that
the problem certainly is not in the organization of the military
structure. I think that there are many improvemern:s that should
be made and can be made. I think that they are within the prerog-
atives of the Secre of Defense and the Chairman of the Juint
Chiefs of Staff, other t those recommendations or proposals con-
tained in the bill, H.R. 3145.

But I don't think that the Congress can pass a law or establish
an organization that accommodates every personality, both politi-
cal and military, that winds up assigned in these positions. And in
the final analysis, I would say with some pride that I think under
the circumstances the military people have done quite well.

I would hope that we would never get into a military confronta-
tion that was fought the way Vietnam was, because here was a
conflict wherein the personnel were never really sure of what the
national objectives were. On top of that, we had the greatest detail
of instructions passed down by those who actually knew nothing
about the problem.

I am a great believer in civilian control. And I think that that is
the wey the Constitution reads and those in uniform are strict con-
stitutionalists. However, I think that the military should be told
what to do, but not how to do it. In the Vietnam war we used to be
told how many bombs to put on each wing of the airplanes and
what kind of bombs to use by people who had never seen a bomb.

But I don’t know how you are going to solve that in a democracy
if you have an administration that is manned by people, such as

Secretary McNamara and his staff, who was supported by the
President.
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And so my point s that i* is not organization that is the prob-
lem. The problem is always the relationship between people.

Thank you, Mr. Chairman.

Mr. NicHots. Thank you, Admiral Moorer.

I first have to ask vou about the President’s Philippine man. I
wonder if he ever got promoted.

Admiral MooRER. Finally.

ir. NicHoLs. Let me ask you, Admiral, going back to your com-
ments on the military council, as a distinguished military leader
and former Chairman of the Joint Chiefs, would you accept a spot if
you were offered it on a military council? Would you not have
some reluctance as a retired military, but one who keeps in close
contact with the military, in-trying to advise or counsel with the
current members who are now in authority?

You have hung it up as far as the military. You have a tremen-
dous amount of knowledge. All of us on this committee appreciate
that knowledge. And the argumert has been made that all that
knowledge shouldn’t go to waste.

But I think I would have some hesitation perhaps in sitting ~n a
council like that whose job is to impart my advice oun - 2ut
people who are in the driver’s seat and running the show.

Admiral Moorer. Mr. Chairmar. I would not only he. :
would refuse, because I would feel that I was unqualified to make
contribution for the reason that you point out.

We: live in such a hifhly technical world and such a fast-moving
political scene that unless one has an opportunity to read the dis-
i)atches every day and to attend the meetings that go on at high
evels in our Government, he simply does not know and is unquali-
fied, in my opinion, to give all kinds of advice to those who are run-
ning the particular business. So I think that this council would die
on the vine.

I would like to point out one other thing about this council I
notice. The bill here goes into great detail about the personnel, the
Chief of Staff of the Naticnal Command Authorities. It says abso-
lutely nothing about who is going to staff the council. If the council
in fact is going to do all the things that the bill says it is g‘oin%to
do, it is going to nzed a staff almost as large as the Chief cf Staff of
the National Cornmand Authority.

And so what you are doing is just bloating the bureaucracy by
putting in another layer, which I think would be nonproductive,
and for that matter, counterproductive.

Mr. NicxoLs. My next question has to do with tie 400-man statu-
tory limitation that is currently limiting the size of the Joint Staff.
In light of your test:mony last year and commeats this morning,
what do you think of the administration’s propoose! to remove the
100-man statutory limitation on size”

Admiral Mooger. Well, first, in g2neral, I believe that the Office
of the Secretary of Defense and tlke Joint Staff are too lcrge. On
the other hand, as I told several Secretaries of Defense, if they
would renvove the question askers, I would remcve the question an-
swerers.

But at the same tiine I don’t think that a finite number, like 400
or 300 or 200 is meaningfu! because the facts are that by various
means the personnel would be, I think, producad, regardless of

I
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whether it was a 400 ceiling or whether it was removed. As a
matter of fact, I think defining now who is in fact on the Joint
Staff, results in an accurate count of who you are talking about.

So [ think that I agree with the bill presented by the Secretary
of Defense. I know your concern is probably that this would result
in e big inflation of the size of the staff. I don’t think so. I think
the s is plenty large, myself.

Now, at one t'me Admiral King was commander in chief of the
Atlantic Fleet. And I at cne time had that assignment. I noted that
ny staff was much larger than his. So I got a little curious. I had
some people look into his filing system, how many subjects did they
file papers under when Admiral King was commander of the At-
lantic Fleet? Well, my subjects were about 10 times greater because
in the meantime we had the nuclear weapon, guided missiles,
NATO, all of the various organizations.

And so the world is expanding and the staff got bigger for the
simple reason tha’ there were man¥ more subjects to deal with.

But to get back %o the ggeciﬁcs, don’t see—I really don’t think
that the removal of the 400 will have any impact on the size of the
Joint Staff, Mr. Chairman.

Mr. NicHoLs. Mr. Ray.

Mr. Ray. Thank you, Mr. Chairman.

Admiral Moorer, your arguments are so strong, I am almost
ready to take your recommendation. But we do need to get some
things in the record.

You argue very well that the present organization should not be
modified since it works so well. Yet historically the Joint Chiefs
have been unable to address two crucial areas: the allocation of the
defense budget amonﬁ the services and, No. 2, the roles and mis-
sions of the services. And I just wondered what your opinion would
be there, if this represents a failure to deal with the issues which
might indicate a serious deficiency in the current organization.

Admiral MooreRr. Well, I think that if you are going to have the
Joint Staff or Joint Chiefs of Staff get down to :Yeciﬁcs as to every
line item in the service budget, then you are really talking about a
single service with a single chief of staff, which I don't think is de-
sirable in any sense, in our democratic system.

What the Joint Chiefs of Staff do is to first develop a plan which
sets down the force requirements against the threat, with acce?t-
able risk. Now, that always, of course, costs far more than is allo-
cated in the regular division of the Federal bt::fet. ‘

But I think it is important to list essentially what you would
need if you really had a war. Then the Joint Chiefs discuss this and
you come down to a lower figure, which is generally allocated b
the Secretary of Defense in terms of what he calls bogies for eac
service. At least I am telling you how they did it when I was there.

And next the Secretary of Defense will generate what they call
issues over each major weapons system. And the issues are dis-
cussed then one by one with the service chiefs and the Joint Chiefs
of Staff and the Secretary of Defense, and a decision is made in
that fashion.

When you are dealing with technology—the Defense Department
is not building automobiles. All the artomobile people do is take
the headlamps and rotate them 90 degrees one year snd they flat-
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ten out the fenders the next year, but they really don’t change the
automobile. but in weapon systems, you are always trying to—the
customer is the main enemy. You are trying to equal his perform-
ance or, better yet, improve on his performance. And so you are
stretching the art all the time. It is not a finite science, and you
are going to have mistakes and overruns and so on.

But as I told one famous Senator one time who told me he
thought we were building very low-grade weapons systems, I said,
“If that is the case, why is it that the Russians want to steal them,
and everybody else wants to buy them, if they are so bad?’’ Because
they are the best in our system.

But assnciated with that, of course, you have to have the mainte-
nance people, and that relates to the education of our society.

We have always tried to reduce the number of people by taking
advantage of technology. But when you do that, that immediately
creates a demand for very high-quality pe- »l=. You cannot have a
plane chief of a $20 million plane that canrct read the instruction
book, and that imposes a very serious proble:n.

Now, I think that you are going to have to rely on the Secretary
of Defense to finally make the decision 18 to what the budget—the
allocations are going to be, because what we are talk:ng about is an
~ executive pyramid. As Mr. Truman says, “The buck stops here.”

You are never going to get a system which just comes forward
with everybody patting each other or the back and happy over the
budget and so on, and this is exactly what we want. People keep
saying the Joint Chiefs of Staff never gives a single bit of advice. 1
tl:liqk it would be very dangerous if they always gave a single bit of
advice.

Now, your other question.

Mr. Rav. The other question was dealing with the roles and mis-
sions of the services.

Admiral Moorer. I think the roles and missions in peacetime
that appear to be sometimes a matter of contention are associated
directly with your first question, the budget. The roles and mis-
sions in wartime never become an issue. I can tell you the time
that we did the Christmas bombing, where we caught so much hell,
but we got the POW'’s back, we had 100 B-52’s, and 350 tactical air-
craft over Hanoi within a timespan of 30 minutes. I don’t think
there is any other country in the world could even approach that.

The Navy cruisers were warning the Air Force aircraft that
enemy aircraft were on their tail. The Air Force was assisting the
Navy with countermeasures. And it was a classic operation with
perfect cooperation. So I don’t think that the roles and missions,
when you get into a war, will assume nearly the importance they
do in the budget and the political arena.

Mr. Ray. Thank you, Admiral.

Mr. NicHois. Chairman Stratton.

Mr. StraTTON. Thank you, Mr. Chairman.

Admiral, do I understand you support the legislation recommend-
ed by the Secretary of Defense?

Admiral MooReRr. Yes, sir, fully.

Mr. STRATTON. And this would put the Chairman in the chain of
command.
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Admiral Moorgr. He is in the chain of command by practice,
anyway. So it legitimizes, you might say, a procedure that has been
in effect, at least was in effect in toto during the time I was Chair-
man.

Mr. STraTTON. That was what I wasn’t clear about. My impres-
siorn was that the Chairman was sort of the fellow who would send
out the instructions, but that he was not really directly in the
chain of command.

Admiral Moorer. The effect of that legislation is to guarantee
that no directive will be given to the Military Forces to conduct
combat action without passing through the Chairman of the Joint
Chiefs of Staff.

Mr. StTrAaTTON. You say this has always been the case. I wasn’t
aware of that. I am very much in favor of it, because, if I remem-
ber correctly, one of the probiems that occurred during the Cuban
missile crisis was that the Chief of Naval Operations resented the
fact that Mr. McNamara was in there trying to tell the destroyer
skipgers where to go and what to do, as I recall.

Admiral Moorer. I don’t blame him. I would have, too.

Mr. STRATTON. I think if the Chairman is in the chain of com-
mand, then he would be next to the Secretary and you would have
a uniformed officer who would be giving the directions.

Admiral Moorer. Yes, sir. I think, to go back to your point about
the Cuban missile crisis, at that time, you see, Admiral Anderson
was assigned as the director of that operation. The Joint Chiefs of
Staff was just beginning to come of age then. If you had this law in
effect then, Mr. McNamara could not have assigned the Chief of
Naval Operations.

That was a kind of awkward arrangement in my opinion. I don’t
think that is a good example of the thing. That shouldn’t have
voen done that way in my opinion.

Mr. STrATTON. I have always been a little bit hesitant about this
bueiness ¢f having the Secretary of Defense in the chain of com-
mand in time of war.

Admiral Moorer. Well, that creates difficulties, as I said earlier.
If the Secretary of Defense, for personal or political reasons, op-
poses what the Commander in Chuef, the President, wants to do the
problem is serious. I would like to point out to you there is a bi
difference in the way a civilian iooks at the President of the Uni
States and the way a military man locks at the President of the
United States.

The people in the executive branch who have appointments here
and there in the White House and around about 1n the overall ex-
ecutive branch look upon the President as the leader of their politi-
cal party. They are always kind of maneuvering around as to what
is going to happen in the next election and so on, and looking at it
from that point of view.

Whereas a military man, a career military man, looks on the
President of the United States as the Commander in Chief, period.
He is the man that gives them that directive. They do not have a
ﬁllitical overtone. And for that reason I think it is quite different.

ere is quite a different attitude and outlook.

Mr. StraTTON. The oiher bill, Mr. Skelton’s, according to the
heading here, would establish & single Chief of Staff. This is some-
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thing that has been a bugaboo to many of us, and I am sure to
yourself, over a number of years. I think it would be a mistake for
us to go to the so-called purple-suited operation they have in
Canada, for example. I am sure you share that view.

Admiral MooreRr. I think it would be an absolute disastei. I have
already commented to the point it is absolutely full of pitfells. It
contains an arrangement which this Congress, this Armed Services
Committee, already says is repugnant, which is what you are talk-
ing about now. So I agree with you 100 percent.

Mr. STRATTON. Let me ask you one other question, somewhat
timidly. Mr. Skelton has a National Military Council in his bill. 1
think ycu testified earlier that you didn’t feel that council could
give very good advice because it wasn’t up to date, and you would
not serve on it.

I authored in another bill, in the previous Con, , a proposal
for a national strategy advisory committee, I den't remember the
exact title, which in my judgment would provide recommendations
from senior retired officers, like yourself, who would have experi-
ence. Although you and I are probably both too young to really re-
member this, it would be something like the General Board in the
Navy back before World War II.

Would that kind of a body be in a position to be helpful, or would
you oppose it in the same way that you oppose the national mili-
tary council?

Admiral Moorer. Well, I would oppose it for the simple reason
there is no way these individugls—and I try awfuiiy hard right
now to keep up with what is going on. 1 have a terrible time doing
it, because I don’t have access on an almost hourly basis, attending
meetings and reading messages.

I think so far as the general board is concerned, the Navy aban-
doned it for that same reason, after the war. It was because no
human can keep up with the technology and the new tactics, and
particularly the intelligence, because you don’t get the intelligence
once you retire that you need to advise properly on strategy

Now, I, personally, happen to get it because I am a member of

the President’s Foreign Intelliigence Advisory Board. But as a rule,
I would not.

Mr. StratroN. Thank you.

Mr. NicHoLs. Mr. Britt.

Mr. Britr. Thank you, Mr. Chairman.

Congressman Ray asked the question about the budgeting. I
would like to ask you a question which is only indirectly related to
the reorganization, but which certainly impacts on it. As you look
back, and you described the process of assessing the threat and
trying to fashion a response to that, in your estimation has that
process worked pretty well?

You hear about the constituencies that develop for weapons sys-
tems, you hear about the interservice wranglings and those kinds
of things. In your perspective, as you saw that process at work,
does the present budgetary system, the present process of trying to
allocate resources for the national defense, work pretty well?

And what in your candid opinion are some of the problems that
we might focus on if there are serious problems in that process?
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Admiral Moorgr. Yes, sir, there are definitely problems. But if
you gglback to our basic concept of lfovemment, we have checks
and balances. And I would be very alarmed if a service chief, for
instance, did not support his programs. That is what his duties are.
And the young officers, for instance, would iminediately have a col-
lapse of morale if they thought that the Chief of the Navy, for in-
stance, wasn’t going to support a shipbuilding program, or some-
thing like that.

I just think in our systen it is a matter of maintairing balance,
based on intelligence. And I do think that there has been very sig-
nificant progress made in the concept and participation in joint op-
erations, wherein all three services worf. ether. That has pro-
gressively improved since the Joint Chiefs of Staff was created.

I don’t think that the Congress can devise legislation that would
prevent an officer from supporting his particular environment in
which he has served for 35, 40 years. And I think it would be very
undesirable if such a thing hapKened.

So you start out to put together a force which has the capability
of meeting several threats. In other words, we cannot in my opin-
ion devise our military forces around a single straiegy and a single
weapons system, because if you do, the enemy becomes aware of
that and immediately will attack you in another area where you
have more or less pushed aside.

This is the way the old general staff idea comes across, and
people al\:aﬁs cite how successful the Germans have been using the
general staif. But I point out to you that the Germans also lost two
wars.

If we had a sgistem of government where the Joint Chiefs of Staff
would say on May 5 next year we want you to invade Russia or
something of that kind, you would approach this whole acquisition
of weapons and everything entirely ditferently. But we sit back. We
are not gging to attack anyone unless we get attacked first. So you
have to be able to respond.

And that I think is the key point about why our sistem appears
to so many people w be developed on the basis of bickering and ar-
guinerits over roles and missions.

Mr. Barrr. What | am hearing is at the interservice level it
works well; it works all right Eiven the fact that we are entirely
defensive and not having any offense

At the service level, do you feel the process as it unfolds in plan-
ning, trying to meet the threat, planning weapons systems, re-
search and development, and the end product that we wind up
with, iiven our system of government, pretty well does that? Doas
it work well? Do we wind up with a proper response to the threat
in your estimation?

dmiral Moorer. Well, you are always going to have—the
answer to your question is “Yes.” But naturally you &are going to
have these “60 Minutes” programs and so on. You take something
like the Mark 48 torpedo. I was involved in the initiation of that
development in 1952. And about 10 years later we had a “60 Min-
utest’;J:rogram saying how terrible it was and how much had been
wasted. Today it is the best torpedo in the world.

What I am saying is that for some reasor: the media in particular
seem to—when you are testing a new system, they expect it to
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work the first shot. And if it doesn't work, they come out with
horror stories about it. The point is, if you knew it was going to
work the first shot, you would not fire it in the first place.ngf ou
have to make the tests to get the bugs out of the thing. And yet
yvou get a tremendous media coverage of a failure of a test effort.

So I would point out again, I repeat, we are dealing with the very
frontier technology. Naturally the things a lot cf times are not
going to work.

14r. Brrrr. Thank you, Mr. Chairman.

Mr. NicHoLs. Admiral, in your testimony last year I believe you
stated that reorganization of the Joint Chiefs of Staff could be a
very decisive issue. Would you explain what you meant by that?

Admiral Moorer. Well, iythink, again going back to the fact that
we have devised our entire goverament, %)eginning with the execu-
tive, legislative and judicial branches, on the basis of uality
and balance of power, so to speak, that if you put one individual in
charge of the whole—in other words, go t¢ in essence a single serv-
ice, if not in terms of the same uniforrr, in terms of tota! and cen-
tral control, I think that it would certainly destroy the relation-
shig;s that General Vessey is talking about in his statement.

you have got to have this close cooperation and understanding
and mutual assistance if you are going to get the best out of the
peo(rle as well as the best out of the equipment, itself. To me—I
said that because I thought the reorganization that was being dis-
cussed would not lead to further cooperation and coordination, but
would divide.

Mr. NicHois. You have brought back a lot of memories to some
of us on this subcommittee this morning in your reference to the
Vietnam era, at which time you were Chairman of the Joint Chiefs
and Chief of Naval Operations. That poses a question with me.

You were also dissatisfied with the way the war was being con-
ducted. But you were a military man, and you followed orders. Did
you at any time during those years in which you were somewhat
unhappy 1n the way the war was being conducted from upstairs,
did gou express your concern to the Congress on the conduct of the
war?

Admiral MooreRr. Yes, I did, sir, on occasion. As a matter of fact,
I got, you know, involved in this a couple of times and was told I
was expected to support the administration.

Well. I discussed this with Mr. Stratton before. Congress also
asks: “Do you support such and such an action?” Well, of course,
you have two alternatives in an executive pyramid. It is the same
way—I am on the board of directors of Texaco. It is the same way.
If one of the vice presidents cannot support the chairman of the
board, he has two options. He can support or he can wasrk for
Mobile or somebody erse.

And so unfortunately there is not another military organization
for the Chairman of the Joint Chiefs of Stuii ‘- work for. But
anyway, yes, [ did. But I think the Congress neve: did question the
details ofy how this war was really being managzd.

I know Mr. Stennis, who was chairman of the Senate Prepared-
ness Subcommittee, held a big, extensive hearing on this. I know
that Admiral Sharp came to Washington. He was the Commander
in Chief Pacific at the time. He verv clearly told the Preparedness
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Subcommittee the target selection was improperly handled, and so
on. After that, President Johnson never called him by name, he
just called him “that man.” “That man is back in town.”

So I think that the Congress should ask questions along these
lines, “If you were doing it, would you do it this way?”’ That type of
thing, rather than say do you support—that is almost a stock ques-
tion—do you support such and such?

But the Vietnam war was so bad in terms of how the Oifice of
the Secretary of Defense interfered with the tactics in terms of,
you know, telling how many aircraft to launch and how far they
were to go, up to 20 degrees. Thes: if Le Duc Tho didn't get the
word, they let you go up to 21 degrees, and if he softened up a little
bit, we would back off to 19 degrees latitude.

That was all nonsense. No military person in his right mind
would have operated the Vietnam war that way. It was a ridiculous
situation when you lock back on it, Mr. Chairman, to think that a
country with fewer people than we have in two ccunties in the
State of California, Los Angeles ard Orange Counties, did what
they did to the United States. It was ridiculous. We could have
cleaned that thing out.

For instance, I will tell you an example. The first thing we did.
we spotted the construction of an SA-2 missile site. So [ asked per-
mission to attack it. I was told that this is a deterrent, they are not
going to shoot at you with that missile, but if they do, we will let
you attack it. By the time we finully got authority to attack the
missile sites, they had built 8 of 16 of them, and it got to be an
entirely different problem.

We could have prevented the construction of those things in the
first place by never letting them get the first shovel :n the ground.
But ;ve were not allowed to do that. I can cite you many other ex-
amples.

Mr. NicHoLs. Mr. Ray, further questions?

Mr. Rav. Admiral, we have had a number of rather distinguished
witnesses before the subcommittee. Some have indicated the Secre-
taries of Defense in past years have come to rely upon civilians for
military advice because of the inability of the Joint Chiefs to agree
on a central military problem.

Admiral Moorer. I think the statement they rely on civilian
advice isn’t quite true. I don’t agree with it, because I could cite, as
I did in my statement last yvear, that the advice that we gave the
Secretary of Defense and the President was never followed.

I was Commander in Chief of the Pacific Fleet. 1 flew back to
Washington with a request to mine Haiphong Harbor. Thut was in
1965. And this was not approved. And it was not until 1972 that I
was called in to Mr. Nixon's office, and he said, “How long will it
take you to make a plan to mine Haiphong Harbor?”’ I said 3 sec-
onds. We mined Baiphonz Harbor wit{: exactly the plan that I had
written back in 1965.

And here we were flying a thousand sorties a day, and we took
just 26 airplanes, only 26 out of 1,000, and they were gone about 2

ours, and they dropped those mines, and not one ship entered or
left that harbor from then on until we, ourselves, weni and took
the mines out.
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Now, had we done that—you see, the effect of failure to do that
was as follows. Had we mined Haiphong Harbor at the outset the
North Vietnamese would have been forced to get all their supplies
by railroad, and that would have ove:ioaded the railroads and the
railroads would have been very vulnerable to attack. But the facts
were that the railroads were running at about 10 percent capscity
at night, because they aidn’t really need them. The minule we
mined that harbor, they started overloading the railroads and we
really knocked off the trains.

But you could not do it if they could bring everything they
wanted to in by snip. The concern was always that it was the same
way around Hanoi, at the airfield. We were never allowed to attack
Phuc Yen Airfield because the Russian courier came in on Tues
day, and the Chinese courier flew in on Thursday. And all the
handwringers in Washington said you might shoot down a Russian
or Chinaman and we can’t have that. The North Vietnamese took
the Mig-23’s and put them in that airfield, and we were not al-
lowed to attack them until they got the wheels up.

1 could tell you stories like that all day, and teil you what a ter-
rible emence that was for the country and certainly for me.

Mr. TTON. Admiral, have {‘ou ever wriiten anything as an
analysis of what went wrong in the Vietnam war, or do you know
of any good analysis? I have read Admiral Sharp’s book. I haven't
read all of General Westmoreland's. I think your observations
wortld certainly be very helpful as a matter of interest.

Adinirai Moorer. Mr. Stratton, I have dictated them and had
them transposed. I have two books about so thick. But I am afraid
if MJ blish any ni that, ¢everybody will leave town.

r. STRATTON. Ycu would be on the best seller list.

Admiral MooRrer. ! intend to do it sometime. But I have, yes, re-
corded it all. :

Mr. STraTTON. 1 hope you do. I think it would be very important.

Admiral Moorex. Thank you.

Mr. NicHoLe. Mr. Ray.

Mr. Ray. One final question. In your opinion, what should be the
main assignment of a 30im: Staff officer?

Admiral Moorer. I feel the same way about that as I do about
the 400. I don't think—I think about 3 years, I would say. But I
think the authority should be granted if they want to extend it a
year.

I just think to fla% down these numbers like that—just like
having 55 advisers in El Salvador. Who knows whether it ought to
be 55 or 65 or 25? I think trying to put a finite number oi: some of
these situations like that is not too meaningful.

Mr. Ray. Thank you, sir.

Mr. NicsoLs. Mr. Stratton, do you have further questions?

Mr. S»RATTON. No, Mr. Chairman.

Mr. NicHows. Mr. Britt.

Mr. BrrTT. Just one question.

Admiral, concerning one of the discussions that has occurred
here, as to the advice of the Joint Chiefs of Staff. Who wouid be
under the Chairman and would in effect conduct that hearing or
conduct the business of the Joint Chiefs if he is not there? At the
present time, as | understand it from the testimony we have had,
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they are doing that on a rotation basis, where each of th: various
services handles that.

Would you comment on your views on the advice »f a permanent
Vice Chairman for the Joint Chiefs of Staff versus w.at is happen-
ing now with rotating among the services?

Admiral MooRrer. In my testimony last year I opposed that.
Again, you know, the way we try to solve probleins is always to add
some more people. The minute you get a Vice Chief, he has to have
a staff himself, and four or five officers, and the thing gets bigger
and bigger and everybody starts taking in each other's wash.

So 1 don’t think we need a Vice Chief. You have a Director of the
Joint Staff—and you have a flag or gener=! officer that is the head
of the Chairman'’s staff. The Chairman, at least | did, has a staff of
about six officers, very carefully selected officers of different serv-
ices, and each one of them-—I assigned @ach one of them an area to
be responsible for.

And any time a m e came into the Pentagon, and they were
coming in ai the rate of about 600 a day, this individual was re-
sponsible to bring to my attention any m e that affected his
area. And so the other members of the Joint Chiefs understand—
have available the same information. If the Chairman of the Joint
Chiefs of Staff is out of town, one of the other Chiefs can clearly
and effectively act as temporary Chairman.

The system of letting each one have 3 months at a time, of
course, eliminates the disadvantage of their coming and going too,
and the individual knows for that 3 months he has to stay home.
So 1 don’t think you need another four-star admiral and another
staff. I just am opposed. That is the way this Government works.
Any time anybody has a problem, they want to tack on a few more
officers, hire some secretaries, get some filing cabinets and tele-
phones and off you go.

I think it is totally unnecessary. If I could be reincarnated and
start over as Chairman and they gave me a Vice Chairman, I
wo::ld tell him to go home.

Mr. Brrrr. Thank you, Mr. Chairman.

Mr. NicHoLs. Mr. Skeiton.

B:l;'&aneL'rON. Thank you, Admiral. I appreciate your being with
us y.

During the testimony of the Joint Chiefs, one of them testified to
the effect that during the time of war, a member of the Joint
Chiefs, such as the CNO, would have to spend all of his time on
matters of strategy, in essence running the war, and ieave the op-
eration of his service to the Vice Chief or the Vice CNO in the case
of the Navy. Do you %ree with that?

Admiral M~oreRr. No, I don’t agree he would spend all his time.

The way to co that is to delegate authority. One of the, I think,
unfortunate trends that has taken place in the Pentagon, in-
ning with the days of McNamara, is centralizing authority. He had
to decide everything. He had what we call—I call—the snowflakes,
which were flying around. His staff would write up and say this is
the problem and these are the three solutions, we recommend solu-
tion A. The next paper would say C, and the next one B. They
would alternate them around so they didn't appear to be in a rut.
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But nevertheless, they would have a couple no one would accept,
and then the other one would be the one that they were supporting
themselves, so obviously he would check it. Unfortunately, the cor-
rect way to do it was the fourth option, which wasn’t on the paper.

So I think that if the Chief of the Service has a Vice Chief, he
sets a policy, and he shouldn’t get involved in day-to-day details.

Mr. SKELTON. So the Vice Chiet runs the show.

Admiral Moorer. Yes, he runs, you might say, the operation.
You have to remember that the Chief of Naval Operations, that is
a misnomer. There was a day when he was in fact the Chief of
Naval Operations. But he no longer is. He is the Chief of Staff just
like you have in the Army and the Air Force.

But I think that one of the biggest mistakes a senior person can
make, be he chairman of the board of a corporation or Chairman of
the Joint Chiefs of Staff or even Secretary of Defense, or what have
you, is to get totally immersed in detail.

Mr. McNamara, for instance, would sometimes get a scale model
of a carrier deck and a scale model of airplanes and see whether
we were telling the truth about how many you could put on a deck.
So I think that the senior man should delegate authority. I do not
agree that the man dealing in strategy and so on wouldn’t have
cime to guide his service.

As a matrter of fact, that is the whole point. He goes down and
participates—he finds out what the next move is going to be, where
the problem has been worked out with our allies, then it is his ve-
sponsibility to go back and make certain his particular service is
properly trained and equipped to carry out its assignments in this
strategy or extended strategy or new F an.

If you have some person completely separated, you get back to
what I said at the outset, that those who make the plans have got
to be responsible for the execuiion in my opinion.

Mr. SKELTON. Admiral, during the time you were the Chief of
Naval Operations, and then later the Chairman, was there ever a
year when the defense expenditure went down or stayed the same,
to your recollection?

dmiral Moorer. Well, my biggest difficulty during that period
had to do witi the appropriation for shipbuilding. Mr. McNamara
put out a policy statement that said we will buy for attrition and
not for modernization. And this meant since we didn't have any
ships sunk, we were not—we were not buying any ships. The Con-
gress would grobably be startled—in my last year as CNO, the
shipbuilding budget was $800 million. But the budget, of course,
dealt with taking care of attrition, procurement to replace attri-
tion.

Mr. SkeLTON. Thank you.

Mr. Nicnois. Mr. McDonald.

Mr. McDonNaLp. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. I appreciate your let-
ting me s8it in. I was over at Military Construction Subcommittee
hearings testifying. I was very pleased to hear that Admiral
Moorer would testifying before your subcommittee. I was anx-
%:')lis ft(i hear his testimony on this whole matter. I found it very

elpful.

Admiral, you brought up a number of points that 1 found fasci-
nating. I agree wit:. Congressman Stratton regarding the fact that
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these volumes of material, I think, would be very helpful, because I
perceive we are continuing to make some of the same mistakes
with regard to the matter of, not the civilian control of the mili-
tary, but the civilian domination of tactics and execution of it as
far as aspects of conflict are concerned.

It looks like we did that in the Korean conflict, the Bay of Pigs,
probably the missile crisis period, throughout Vietnam, and appar-
ently in the Iranian Desert as well. We don’t seem to have changed
this. It mmay be that by bringing the horror stories to light tc the
general public it will be corrected.

In my thinking of this, with my background in surgery, I fully

that the patient has the full right over his own body as to
whether or not he is No. 1, going to see a physician, and, No. 2, will
take the physician’s advice. But once the decision is made that the
patient is going to have the operation, it is at that point you turn it
over to the professionals to can"y out the assignment.

You do not have members of the patient’s family in the operat-
ing room saying, “Don’t cut in that %uadrant, we want you to cut
in this quadrant.” No surgeon would undertake any surgical as-
signment with those types of restraints, with friends and neighbors
looking in who don't have any background or expertise telling you
how to carry out a professional assignment.

And it looks like that is the repetitive defect we have had since
World War Il

Admiral Moorer. I think your comparison is a very good one. 1
made the point that the military people should be told what to do,
but not how to do it. And that was not the case, unfortunately,
during Vietnam. It was not the case in the Bay of Pigs, as you
point out, and it was not the ase—I don’t think, I don’t know too
much about the attempted rescue, except that that had certain
characteristics which I personally would have opposed.

Bu* you are quite right. We had that imposed in the greatest
detail during the Vietnara war.

Mr. McDoNAwp. The reason why I particularly would like to
bring this home is I am in a Reserve military unit. You will be
happy to hear, 1 suppose, it is the Navv, Admiral.

e Reserve unit meets on Wednesday evenings. At the last
Wednesday evening meeting the basic presentaticn was the fect
that the military does have control over the execution of the con-
flicts and did in Vietnam, contrary to general opinion and coutrary
to propaganda. I think the general view of the Reserve unit was
that that certainly flew in the face of everything we had been told,
everything we knew, and 1 brought up the point of the number of
bombs on missions, and so forth and so on, as an example of the
nonprofessional or civilian control over the conflict of the war,
itself, and the enormous restraints, the rules of engagement.

I know Senator Geldwater placed it in the Congressional Record.
Admittedly it was a minute presentation or a condensation of the
rules of engagement which were something like (wo volumes, about
that thick. He placed a condensation in the record pointing out the
enormous restraints by the nonprofessional over those who had to
carry out the plan, and with the predictable result.

Admiral Moorer. There is no question about that. For instance,
the Chinese trawlers were carrying all kinds of supplies to the
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North Vietnamese that were in Souti: Vietnam. We were :.ever al-
lowed to attack them. All we could do is trail them and inform the
South Vietnamese. If they violated international waters, then they
would finally be taken under fire.

Then we had a procedure called protective reaction, which meant
in effect that if you were {lying over North Vietnam on reconnais-
sance you could not attack anything on the f%'round unless they
fired at you first. Of course, you know I have flown a lot of tiines,
and you get back to your base, and you have bullet holes all
through your wings and everything else, and you didn’t know when
it happened.

But the rule was that vou don’t attack the man that is shooting
at gou untii he shoots at you first. And so, as [ say, the restraints
and the rules of eng:gement were nothing short of ridiculous.

Mr. MclConaLp. Mr. Chairman, if [ may just continue for a
moment.

Mr. NicHoLs. Without objection.

Mr. McDoNALD. You menticned the fact that, as Chief of Naval
Operations or Chairman of the Joint Chiefs of Staff, you were at
the upper levels of the command pyramid or executive pyramid,
and that you would have to Le part of a team, so you basically sup-
port the presentation that was made, even though it would not be
the way you would have conducted it had you been the one respon-
sible for the overall decision.

In retrospect, there were instances, not many, but there were in-
gtances of those low down in the pyramid who stronga}y did object
to the conduct of the war. I am not speaking of the draft-dodgers or
the war protesters. I am speaking of those that were assigned to
the missions who objected to the fact that they were fighting a no-
win effort, where there was not a clear objective.

Particularly 1 remember Lt. Comdr. i.arry Baldort who came
from a distinguished Navy family, his wife from a distinguished
Navy family, Annapolis graduate, Navy test pilot, who finally
began to write letters. You probably received some, Admiral Sharp
received some, objecting to flying off a carrier deck carrving one or
two bombs, bombing insignificant targets, and saying, “I am willing
to ﬁgl}’t when 1 fight to win, but 1 am not willing to play this
game.

I aimn just curicus. Is that a point of frustration to you when you
start running up against that type of thing?

Admiral Moorer. No, it is not a caze of frustration For irstance,
when we were bombing Hanoi with the B-52's out of Thailand, cne
of the pilots refused to go. He had some hangup about killing civil-
ians. You have people—those kinds of situations come up, I think,
in any war.

Mr. McDoNALD. Baldorf was different. He was critical because he
said we are not allowed to fight to win the war; we do not have an
objective of winning, so why should [ be here in an undeclared con-
flict risking multimillion dollar planes, education, for an uncertain,
unclear objective where my hands are tied behind my back in the
process of my fighting? That is going the other way. It is a differ-
ent situation.

Admiral Moorer. That is right. He has a perfect right to say
that. What I am saying is if we get into 2 war and you let everyone
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express their own opinion, I am sure that hundreds of thousands of
soldiers that fought in Korea, and fought in World War II, were
not exactly enthusiastic about some of the things that were done in
their units and so on.

But I don’t think—I think when you get down to low-level—you
are going to get those kinds of things, and people can say that if
they like. It is just like a conscientious objector in some cases. But,
on the other hand, at the top, you have the option of supporting or
resigning. In the political system, you can bet your bottom dollar if

ou resign—and I have thought about that—they will put some-

y in your place that never will oppose them on anything. You

are not going to get replaced by somebody that will succeed in pre-
venting the action that you are concerned about.

Mr. STRATTON. General Lavelle tried that for a little while. I
think it was the same sort of thing you were talking ab-at. He
wanted to knock out some substantial targets and he went ahead
and knocked them out, but he wasn’t supposed to.

Admiral Moorgr. 1 think General Lavelle, he was tied up with
this protective reaction rule, where he said in effect we are going
to get attacks from this point anyway, so we will attack them first,
which makes a lot of military sense. But his problem was a little
different, Mr. Stratton, in the sense that when he reportad—when
they started the sorties, they did not point this out. This was not
put in the report. And I think that was what Generesl Ryan found
fault with Lavelle. There wasn’t a military man in the world who
didn’t think what he had done was exactly right. But he in effect
did not turn in an accurate report, and that is where he got into
trouble.

Mr. McDoNALD. Just one final point. In your discussions with the
Secretary of Defense during your time as Chief of Naval Oper-
ations or Chairman of the Joint Chiefs of Staff, or in your discus-
sions with the President, was it ever clearly stated to you, at .east
where it was clear in your mind, as to what the objective in Viet-
nam was, or was that a wavering target?

Admiral Moorgr. No, I think you probably described it properlly.
It was a wavering target. Of course, it was a spillover from the old
containment policy, to stop the Soviets, or the Communists, rather,
from spreading in areas of strategic importance to the United
States and subjugating human rights, and so on, in the process.

But, no, there was never a clear-cut statement of national objec-
tives in that war. And I think that the young soldiers, the people
that really suffered in that war, were the young lieutenants and
captains that had the combat troope in that heavy foliage, up for-
ward. They were being rotated every year, so they never had any
unit fix, and tney never got to know each other. The young lieuten-
ants who were expected to mold these people together into a fight-
ing unit—I1 think they had the most difficult assignment of any
military man in the history of our country.

Mr. McDonaLp. Thank you, Admiral.

Mr. NicHoLs. Mr. Lally.

Mr. LaLLy. Oniy one question, sir. To pursue Mr. Ray’s question
about the reliance of the Secretaries upcn the civilian staffs rather
than the Joint Chiefs, last year witnesces, primarily former Secre-
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tary Brown, cited the inability of the Joint Chiefs to provide crisp
advice in a timely fashion.

Would you have any suggestions or proposals as to how those de-
ficiencies or problems could be overcome within the current organi-
zation, to provide more timely and crisp advice, which Secretary
Brown said he was not getting from the organization?

Admiral Moorer. Well, I don't know that Secretary Brown
would ever get it. But I think, as I said before, you have got two
kinds of advice: advice that is time sensitive, that has to be given
instantly on the telephone, which normally comes direct from the
Chairman of the Joint Chiefs of Staff—it should; and advice as to
long-range advice on strategy and so on.

And I think that again I come back to what General Vessey said
in his statement—it is a matter of relationships. For instance,
every President functions differently, and so does every chairman
of the board of a corporation.

Mr. Johnson, for instance, didn't really use the National Security
Counci! in the stated purpose in the law. He had what was called
the Tucsday lunch. If you wanted to get an answer to a certain
problem, what we were going to do, you had to attend the Tuesday
lunch rather than the National Security Council meeting following
it, after essentially the decision was made.

So unless the military people are given an exp'ici‘ statement as
to what the national objective is, and know where we are headed,
they are never going to get any crisp advice. How can you advise
when you don’t know what you are trying tc do? You can make
recommendations, which we dia over and over again, about actions
such as minig% Haiphong Harbor.

The Joint Chiefs of Staff were very, very firm on their statement
that the Bay of Pigs operation would not succeed unless the Cuban
Air Force was knocked out. The decision was made to not knock it
out because it was based on a civilian field, and you might kill
some civilians. So the first thing they did was fly out and sink the
ammunition ship. And the people that went ashore against the
Cubans only had the arimunition they had in their pockets.

I don’t think the Joint Chiefs of gtaff can in any way prevent
things like that from happening if the political masters want to
change the rules at the last minute. But I guess Secretary Brown
was talking about the Iran rescue effort. But, there again, in that
particular case they kept insisting this is not a military operation,
it is a rescue operation. So that put a different light on it.

The next thing they did was to set these milestones saying if you
don’t have a certain set of conditions at this point, you turn arcund
and come home. But if you go, you go here. But then if you don't
have a preset set of conditions, you turn around and come home.

In the old days, you heard the expression, “burning your bridges
behind you.” In the old days, the kings used to make the genersls
burn their bridges behind them so they could not run back. But
here instead of burning the bridges, they built a bridge every time
they reached a new stage in the operation.

Mr. LaLry. Thank you, Admiral. Thank you, Mr. Chairman.

Mr. NicHoLs. Mr. Stratton.

Mr. STRATTON. One more question.
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During your time as Chairman of the Joint Chiefs, Mr. Bundy
was the President’s National Security Adviser, was he not? And
Mr. McNamara was Secretary of Defense.

Recently, earlier this year we had testimony from these two gen-
tlemen with respect to the size of the military budget. They made
recommendations of eliminating a number of systems, such as the
MX, B-1, nuclear carrier, I think virtually much of the shopping
list that we have received from the Secretary of Defense. And they
?aid that would save $135 million but would not impair our de-
ense.

My question is, cn the basis of your association with these gentle-
men during that period, would you feel that they had the expertise
to tell us exactly what systems to fund and what not to fund?

Admiral Moorer. Absolutely not. It boggles my mind that they
could make such a statement. Mr. McNamara, when he was Secre-
tary of Defense, in real purchasing power, had a larger budget
than we are talking about now. And you have to realize, Mr. Strat-
ton, that an administration or a President in office today, because
of the long lead time, of which you are well aware, associated with
the development of weapons, J‘épends entirely upon the weapons
provided him by his predecessors.

But it is his responsibility to try to make certain his successor
has at least the same or adequate strength to carry out whatever
the foreign policy happens to be, or the policy of the country, and
the security of the country.

So I was astounded at what Mr. McNamara said, because he is,
in effect, saying that Secretary Weinberger should not prepare his
successor or President Reagan's successor in the same manner that
he was spending money to prepare his successor, because—tn cut
out all those systems and so on. At least I will say one thirg, ! am
consistent. | am appalled at so many people who take one position
1 day and then they reverse themselves.

Mr. BARRETT. Admiral, last year you made the statement that
you made your views known to the President. In other words, you
gave the President your perscnal military advice, particularly if
you didn't agree with the ..%S.

Do you feel that is a responsibility of the Chairman?

Admiral MooRrReR. Absolutely. It i8 a responsibility of every
member of the Joint Chiefs of Staff. That is the whole reason for
having ple representing different kinds of combat environ-
ments. If they don’t agree—you know, the whole purpose is not to
freeze out and prevent the military command authorities from get-
ting information from everyone.

Mr. BARRETT. But, of course, you as Chairman would have a lot
more opportunity to give your advice because the others don’t see
the Secretary and the President nearly as much.

Admiral Moorer. I probably have more opportunity to sell m
advice, but not more opportunity to give the advice. Because eac{n
member of the Joint Chiefs of Staff is personaliy free, and they fre-

uently did write a dissent. In other words, you know, the Joint
hiefs of Staff really don’t vote. You have a Joint Chiefs of Staff
position, but you could easily have, and often hav=, a dissent.

And as [ar as the Chairman is concerned, wi &t I did was, in the
Chairman’s memo, tell what my personal position was. And I did
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that several times. I will ﬁive you ag example. I was very much in
favor at that time, and this was before the so-called Yom Kippur
War, of establishing a joint task force in the Asian Sea. Well, I
could not sell that to all members of the Joint Chiefs of Staff.

But anyway, I sent in my own recommendation. That is when—
back before the 1973 war.

Mr. BARRETT. You know, Admiral, the law doesn’t even say the
Chairman is the JCS spokesman, although that word is normally
used to describe the Chairman. It merely says he informs the Sec-
retary and the President when the Joint Chiefs of Staff have disa-
EI(; . But what you are saying is that he is really responsible for

ing an adviser in his own right, as are the others.

Admiral Moorer. Let me tell you how it works.

1 want to point out again, and I don’t think everyone—I have al-
ready mentioned it briefly, but the National Security Council is, in
effect, the President’s staff. That is what it is. And he can run it
any way he likes, just like any Chief Executive can run his staff
just like he likes. And no two Presidents do it the same way.

For instance, I told you about Mr. Johnson. They had the Tues-
day lunch. Mr. Nixon, having been Vice President under Mr. Ei-
senhower, set it up again essentially like Mr. Eisenhower had it.
But the Chairman of the Joint Chiefs of Staff, at least when I was
Chairman, went to every National Security Council meeting, every
one of them.

And what Mr. Nixon would do would be, you start out with, say,
a briefing by CIA on the current situation; then you would have a
description or statement by Kissinger as to what the issue was.
And there are those who support this and those who supiort that.
But he never took a position himself, although I am sure he took a
position privately, but never took a position at the National Secu-
rity Council meeting.

And then the President would start right down the line—Secre-
tar{ of State, ask him what he thought. And then the Secretary of
Defense, ask him what he thought. Then the Chairman of the Joint
Chiefs of Staff, ask him what he thought.

If when it got to me, if I knew that a particular individual on the
Joint Chiefs of Staff was—did not agree with the option they were
talking about, I would say it is my duty to inform you that the
Chief of Staff of the Air Force does not agree with this, or that he
does agree, and I do »ot agree with it. In other words, I would tell
him—if there was a 1iffcience among the Chiefs as to the opinion
on the issue, I felt ic my duty to call to the attention of the Presi-
dent that these individuals did not with this approach.

So the Chairman of the Joint Chiefs of Staff did have an opportu-
nitﬂ,eas was pointed out, to discuss these points with the Secretary
of Defense and the President far greater than the other members.
But I think—I don't think any President has had enough discus-
sions with the Joint Chiefs of Staff. I really don’t. He sees the
Chairman all the time, but he doesn’t see the other members.

I think any President would be better served if he talked to them
more. I think Mr. Reagan has tried to do something about that, as
I understand. But in the days of Nixon and Carter, 1 don’t think it
was very often. And [ think it is very important. The President has
got a man chasing him around with the information relative to nu-
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clear operations, since by law he is the only man that is authorized
to use nuclear weapouns.

Consequently, I think the President, whoever he happens to be,

should spend more time learning the mechanics of the operation.

Mr. BArrert. Thank you.

Mr. Chairman, I might comment that last year, because of the
sorts of things the Admiral has just gone over, the subcommittee,
in looking at the quality of military advice—complsints that it was
not good or timely, and these sorts of things—tork steps to point
out, and to put in the law, that the Chairman is an adviser in
his own right, and to make that responsibility known. And I think
Admiral Moorer corroborated somewhat what we did.

Admiral MOORER. Yes.

Mr. NicHoLs. Thank you very much, Admiral Moorer, we appre-
ciate very much your testimony and expertise.

If there is no further business, the subcommittee stands ad-
journed subject to the call of the Chair.

Admiral Moorer. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. I would just like to
say I have spent many, many hours with this committee and
always found everyone most courteous. It is one of my fondest
memories of the time I spent, going way back in the old days. We
have had some very, very interesting chairmen.

Mr. NicHois. Thank you.

[The following information was received for the record:]

11 Jury 1983.
Fion. BiLL NicHoLs,
Chairman, Subcommittee on Investigations, Committee on Armed Services, U.S.
House of Representatives, Rayburn House Office Building, Washington, D.C.

Dear MR. CHAIRMAN: Thank you for your letter of 30 June 1983 which included a
question to be entered in the record of your Committee’s hearing on 29 June 1983. 1
will attempt to be as brief as possible but in my opinion the question focuses on one
of the most troublesome aspects of cur national command structure. At least this is
the very firm conclusion I reached during my seven years as a member of the Joint
Chiefs of Staff.

Your question is repeated below:

Question. In your jud%:\):t what should be the role of the Secretary of Defense ir:
the chain of command? the present law need to be clarified on this point?

Answer. The Constitution of the United States designates the President as the
Commander in Chief of the Armed Forces, to achieve the fundamental objective of
the founders of our Democracy to make certain that the operation of the Armed
Forces is under the firm control of the highest civilian in our government

The National Security Act, passed by Congress on 24 July 1947 created the Office
of the Secretary of Defense with executive authority over the Service Secreviaries
and the Armed Forces. This authority was significantly increased by the Reorgani-
zation Act of 1958. Specifically, referring to the chain of authority concerning the
Unified and Specified Commands the Act states: “Such combatant commands are
responsible to the President and the Secretary of Defense, {or such military missions
as may be assigned them by the Secretary of Defense . . ."” In addition, while the Act
of 1958 did require the Secretary of Defense to delegate in writing to the many As-
sistant Secretaries of Defense authority to issue orders to the Service Secretaries it
had one critical omission: The Congress did not authorize or forbid those in the De-
fense Department hierarchy below the Secretary to issve orders to the Joint Chiefs
of Staff and the Unified Commands. Therein lies a problem that was evident almost
daily during the Vietnam War.

Experience to date makes it clear that the present chain of command as estab-
lished by existing law depends heavily on personal relationshipe and attitudes. If
the Secretary cf Defense or his staff decide to p.eempt and overrale the professional
recommendations of the Joint Chiefs of Staff they can do so within the bounds set
by law without the Commander in Chief ever being aware of the Joint Chiefs of
Staff position. In addition, if the Secretary of Defense and the National Security
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Council staff do not work together in close harmony, the Chairman and other mem-
bers of the Joint Chiefs of Staff could receive direct orders from the President which
have not been transmitted in advance to the Secretary of Defense. The Chairman of
the Joint Chiefs of Staff is then faced with the task of “closing the loop” and
making certain that the Secretary of Defense is in effect brought into the problem
from the back door. During the time that the office of the Secretary of Defense has
been in existence, i.e. since 1947, the above situations have come about.

For instance, during the term of Secretary McNamara the Joint Chiefs of Staff's
military advice was not accepted and, in effect, there were occasions when the Presi-
dent was urged not to accept their advice. This meant that the stafYf of the Secretary
of Defense in fact became the agency issuing military directives dealing with highly
professional subjects on tactics and military action in general, while the United
States was engaged in a war.

Immediately after I became Chief of Naval Operations in 1967, Senator Stennis,
as a result of the broad difference of opinion concerning the way the air war against
North Vietnam should be conducted, directed his Preparedness Subcommittee to
hold hearings on the subject. | respectfully recommend that the members of the
Committee carefully study the Senate Subcommittee’s report which contains the fol-
lowing:

“. . . the plain fact as the uniformed commanders’ testimony demonstrated clear-
ly is that the civilian authorities consistently overruled the unanimous recommen-
dations of the military commanders and the Joint Chiefs of Staff for a systematic,
timely and hard-hitting integrated campaign against vital North Vietnam targets.
Instead, for policy reasons, we have employed military aviation in a careiully con-
trolled restricted and graduated buildup in bombing pressure which discounted the
professional judgment of our best military experts and substituted civilian judgment
in the details of target selection snd the timing of strategy. We shackled the true
potential of airpower and permitted the buildup of /hat has become the worst, most
formidable anti-aircraft defense. It is not our intent to point a finger or to second-
guess those who have determined policy but the bold fact is that this policy has not
done the job and it has been cont-ary to the best military judgment . . . as between
these diametrically opposed viewe of the Secretary of Defense and the military ex-
perts and in view of the unsatisfactory progress of the war, logic and prudence re-
quire that the decisions be made with the unanimous weight of proiessional judg-
ment.

“It is high time, we believe, to allow the military voice to be heard in connection
with the tactical details of a military operation.”

The Senate Preparedness Subcommittee did not suggeset that the command system
was not working within the limits of the law. Rather it set forth clear reasons as to
why the system was not workirg even though legal.

During the Nixon administration the situtation became scmewhat d:ifferent. In
this case the difficulty in relationships was primarily between the Secretary of De-
fense and the President and members of the National Security Staff in the White
House. Nevertheless, in both cases the result was often the same. It was difficult to
inject military advice into the specific courses of action which were finally followed.

In view of the above, Mr. Chairman, I recommend that the laws dealing with the
chain of command from the Commander-in-Chief to the combat forces be clarified.
At the very least the law should get the Cffice of the Secretary of Defense out of
military direction of the Armed Services and make certain that the Commander-in-
Chief and the Congrees receive the unfiltered and unmodified counsel of the na-
tion’s military leaders, as represented in the corporate body of the Joint Chiefs of
Staff. (In my opinion, none of the last several Presidents met with the Joint Chiefe
on 8an eye to eye basis as often as necessary, although recently the situtation has
significantly improved.)

In order to facilitate the above, it is strongly recommmend that the Chairman of
the Joint Chiefs of Staff be designated by law as an official member of the National
Security Council. This will insure the presence of a military professional during de-
bates over crisis management.

(End of Statement.)

Mr. Chairman, I would be pleased to discuss this vital matter in more detail if
you and your Committee so desire. In any event, I gincerely hope that the Commit-
tee can change tlie law in such a way that we will never again be involved in a no-
win situaticn directed by those compietely ignorant of military operations. The mili-
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tary comn:anders should be told what to do but certainly they should not be told
how to do it.

Sincevely,
THoMAS H. MOORER,
Admiral, U.S. Navy (Ret.).

[Whereupon, at 12 noon, the subcommittee was adjourned, subject
to the call of the Chair.]

{After markup, the subcommittee reported H.R. 3718, the
“Joint Chiefs of Staff Reorganization Act of 1983.” The bill follows:]
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Union Calendar No. 234
=2 H, R, 3718
[Report No. 98-382]

To amend title 10, United States Code, to strengthen the position of Chairman of
the Joint Chiefs of Staff and to provide for more efficient and effective
operatica of the Joint Chiefs of Staff.

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES

JuoLy 29, 1983

Mr. NicaoLs (for hiraself, Mr. Horxins, Mr. Kazen, Mr. Ray, Mr. BritTT, Mr.
KasicH, Mr. STRATTON, Mr. DANIEL, Mr. MARTIN of New York, and Mr.
Dantsy B. Ceang) introduced the following bill; which was referred to the
Committee on Armed Services

SerrEMBER 27, 1983
Additionsl sponsors: Mr. MontcomErY, Mr. Dickinson, Mr. Hutro, Mr.
WrareHURST, Mr. McCurDY, Mr. BapHAM, Mr. FOOLIRTTA, Mrs. LLOYD,
Mr. Courter, Mr. McCLoskEY, Mr. KRaurr, Mr. CoLEMAN of Texas,

Mr. SxeLTON, Mr. DYsonN, and Mr. BENNBTT

SePTEMBER 27, 1983

Comitted to the Committee of the Whole House on the State of the Union and
ordered to be printed

A BILL

To amend title 10, United States Code, to strengthen the
position of Chairman of the Joint Chiefs of Staff and to
provide for more efficient and effective operation of the
Joint Chiefs of Staff.
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Be it enacted by the Senate and House of Representn-

tives of the United States of America in Congress assembled,
SHORT TITLE

SecTION 1. This Act may be cited as the “Joint Chiefs

of Staff Reorganization Act of 1983".
CHAIN OF COMMAND

Sec. 2. (a) Subsection (a) of section 124 of title 10,
Urited States Code, is amended by striking out “shall’’ in
clause (2).

(b) Subsection (c) of such section is amended—

(1) by inserting “(1)"’ after “(c)”’; and
(2) hy adding at the end thereof the following new
paragrapks:

“(2) The pational military chain of command runs from
the President to the Secretary and through the Chairman of
the Joint Chiefs of Staff to the combatant commands. Orders
to combatant commands shall be issued by the President or
the Secretary through the Chairman of the Joint Chiefs of
Staff.

*(8) Subject to the authority, direction, and controi of
the Secretary, the Chairman supervises the commanders of
the combatant commands and acts as their spokesman on

operational requirements.”’.
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1 CHAIRMAN OF JOINT CHIEFS OF BTAFF
2 Szc. 3. (a) Subsection (b) of section 142 of title 10,
8 Unit:d States Code, is amended—
4 (1) in clause (2)—
5 (A) by striking out “and assist’’ and inserting
8 in Lieu thereof *, assist’’; and
7 (B) by striking out “practicable; and” and in-
8 serting in lieu thereof “‘practicable, and determine
9 when issues under consideration shall be decid- |
10 ed;”’; and
11 (2) by adding at the end thereof the following new -
12 clauses:
13 “(4) provide military advice in his own right to
14 the President, the National Security Council, and the
15 Secretary of Defenée;
16 “(5) serve in the national military chain of com-
17 mand pursuant to section 124(c) of this title; and
18 “(6) serve as a member of the National Security
19 Council.”.
20 () Subsection (c) of such section 13 amended by insert-
21 ing “, except as provided by section 124/c) of this title, over”
22 immediately after “or” in the second semence.
28 JOINT STAFF
24 Ssu. 4. (a) Subsection (a) of section 143 of title 10,

25 United States Code, is amended to read as follows:
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“(aX1) There is under the Joint Chiefs of Staft a Joint
Staff consisting of officers selected by the Chairman of the
Joint Chiefs of Staff. The Joint Staff shall be selected in
approximately equai numbers from—

“(A) the Army;
“(B) the Navy and the Marine Corps; and
“(C) the Air Force.

“(2) Selection of officers of an armed force to serve on
the Joint Staff shall be made by the Chairman from a list of
officers submitted by that armed force. Each officer whose
name is submitted shall be among those officers considered to
be the most outstanding officers of that armed force. The
Clairman may specify the number of officers to be included
on any such list.

“(3) The tenure of the members of the Joint Staff is
subject to the approval of the Chairman of the Joint Chiefs of
Staff.

(b) Subsection (b) of such section is amended by striking
out the second and third sentences.

(c) Subsection (c) of such section is amended by striking
out “, on behalf of the Joint Chiefs of Staff’’ and inserting in
lieu thereof “in the performance of those duties’.

(d) Subsection (d) of such section is amended by insert-

ing “‘and the Chairma1” after “‘Joint Chiefs of Staff”.
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(e) Such section is further amended by adding at the end
thereof the following new subsections:

‘“(e) An officer who is assigned or detailed to duty on
the Joint Staff muy not serve for a tour of duty of more than
four years. However, such a tour of duty may be extended
with the approval of the Secretary of Defense. An officer
completing a tour of duty with the Joint Staff may not he
assigned or detailed to duty on the Joint Staff within two
years after relief from that duty except with the approval of
the Secretary. This subsection does not apply in timue of war
declared by Congress or in time of national emergency de-
clared by the President.

“(f)(1) Subject to guidelines established by the Secretary
of Defense, each officer serving as a chief of service or as the
commander of a unified or specified command may have an
opportunity to provide formal comments on any report or rec-
ommendation of the Joint Staff prepared for submittal to the
Joint Chiefs of Staff before such report or recommendation is
submitted to the Joint Chiefs of Staff. A copy of any such
comment shall, at the discretion of the officer submitting the
comment, be included as an appendix in the submittal of such
report or recommendation to the Joint Chiefs of Staff. For
purposes of this paragra} , the chiefs of service are the Chief
of Staff of the Army, the Chief of Naval Operations, the
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6
Chief of Staff of the Air Force, and the Commandant of the
Marine Corps.

“(2) The Secretary of Defense shail ensure that the
Joint Staff is independently organized and operated so that
the Joint Staff, and the members of the Jcint Staff, support
the Chsirman of the Joint Chiefs of Staff and the Joint
Chiefs of Staff in meeting the congressional purpose set forth
in the last clause of section 2 of the National Security Act of
1947 (50 U.S.C. 401) to provide for the unified strategic
direction of the combatant forces, for their operation under
unified command, and for their integration into an efficient
team of land, naval, and air forces.”.

PERSONNEL MANAGEMENT PROVISIONS

Sec. 5. (a1) Chapter 36 of title 10, United States
Code, is amended by adding at the end thereof the follewing
new section:

“§ 346. Consideration of performance as a member of the
Joint Staff

“The Secretary of Defense, in consultation with the
Chairman of the Joirt Chicfs of Staff, shall ensure that offi-
cer personnel policies of the armed forces concerning promo-
tion, retention, and assignment give appropriatc considera-
tion to the performance of an officer as a member of the Joint

Staff.”.
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(2) The table of sections at the beginning of subchapter

V of such chapter is amended by adding at the end thereof
the following new item:

“648. Consideration of p-formance as 8 member of the Juint Staff.”,

\b) Section 601 oi such title is amended by adding at the
end thereof the following new subsection:

“(d) In the case of an officer who is selected for recom-
mendstion to the Presideat for an initial appointment to a
g-ade above major general or rear admiral, the Chairman of
the Joint Chiefs of Staff shall submit to the President, at the
same time as the recommendation for such appointment is
submiiied, the evaluation of the Chairman of the p:rforraance
of that officer as a member of the Joint Staff and in oiher
assignments involving joint military experience.”.

CHAIRMAN OF THE JOINT CHIEFS OF STAFF TO BE
MEMBER OF NATIONAL SECURITY COUNCIL

SEC. 6. Section 161 of the National Security Act of
1947 (50 U.S.C. 402) is smended by striking out *‘the Direc-
tor for Mutual Security’’ and inserting in lieu thereof “the
Chairman of the Joint Chiefs of Staff”.
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